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EDUCATION LEGISLATION, 1973

Elementary and Secondary Education Amendments of 1973 and
Better Schools Act of 1973

MONDAY, APRIL 16, 1973

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION

OF THE COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC, WELFARE.
W ashington, D.0 .

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:10 p.m. in room
4232, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Clayborne Pell, subcom-
mittee chairman, presiding.

Present: Senators Pell, Mondale, Hathaway, Javits, Dominick, and
Schweiker.

Senator. PELL. The hearing of the Subcommittee on Education on
S. 1539 and S. 1319 will come to order.

[A copy of S. 1539 and S. 1319 follow :]
(1)
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S. 1539

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED sT A TEs

APRIL 11,1973

Arr. introdnee41 the following bill: whieli NVIIS read twire rr ferrer'.
to the Committee on Labor end cm.e

A BILL
To amend and extend certain Acts relating to elementary

and secondary education programs, and for other purposes.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and house of 1?epresenta-

2 Noes of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That this Act may be cited as the "Elementary and

Second :ry Education Amendments of 1073".

II
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TITLE IAMENDMENTS TO THE ELEMEN-

TARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT

3 OF 1965

4 PART' ASPEerm. PnonnAms To _MEET E SPECIAL

5 EDUCATION AT. NEEDS OF EDUCATIONALLY DEPinvEn

6 CDT !AMEN

7 DU RATION OF PROGRAMS

S SEC. 101. (a) Section 102 of title I of the Elementary

9 mid Secondary Education Act is amended by striking out

10 "June 30, 1973" and inserting in lieu thereof "June 30,

11 1977 ".

12 (b) The third sentence of section 103 (a) (1) (A) of

13 such title I is amended by striking out "July 1, 1973" and

14 inserting in lieu thereof "July 1, 1977".

15 (e) Paragraph (3) of section 103 (a) of such title I

16 is amended by striking out " (B) " at the beginning of sub-

17 paragraph (B) and by striking out subparagraph (A)

18 thereof.

19 (.d) ,Subsection (e) of section 103 of such title I is

20 amended by striking out "$2,000" and all that follows, and

21 inserting in lieu thereof the following: ", subject to section

22 144, for any fiscal year 50 per centum and $4,000, respee-

23 tively.".

(e) ( The first: sentence of paragraph (1) of section



4

3

1 131 (b) of such title I is amended to read as follows: "The

9 maximum ;lumina. of ;my grant to any loc;11 educational

ngeney under paragraph ( I ) of subsection (a), for any

4 fiscal year, shall be 40 per cenium of the amount that

5 agency is eligible to receive for that fiscal year.".

0 (2) The second sentence of paragtaph (2) of such

7 section 131 (Ii) is amended to read as follows: "The maxi -

S =mint which shall be available to the Commissioner

9 for grants under such paragraph (2) of subsection (a), for

10 any fiscal year, shall be equal to 7 per eentunt of the total

11 amount available for grants for that year under such para..

12 graph (1) .".

13 (1) The amendments made by this :action shall be effee-

14 Live on and after June 30, 1973.

PART BSetroot Durum' .11EsouncEs, TEXTIa)OKS, An)

10 OTtlEn IN r1) txur tONAL. MAT El; (ALS

17 nunATiox 'OF ritoa:Am

18 Sal. 121. (a) Section 201 (b) of the Elementary and

19 Secondary Education Act of 1905 is amended by striking

20 out all that follows "to be appropriated" and inserting in dim

21 thereof the following: "$220,000,000 ler the fiscal year

22 ending June 30, 1974, and for each of the succeeding fiscal

23 years ending prior to July 1, 1977,".
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(b) The third sentence of section 202 (a) (I) of such

2 Act is amended by striking out "July 1, 19M," and insert-

3 lug in lieu thereof "July 1, 1977,".

4 (e) Section 204 (b) of such Act is amended by strik-

5 ing out "July 1, 1973," and inserting in lieu thereof July 1,

1977,".

7 ((I) The amendments made by this section shall be

S effective on and after July 1, 1973.

9 PART Q-SUP PLEM ENMITY EDUCATIONAL CENTERS AND

10 SERVICES GUIDANCE, COUNSELING, AND TESTTNG

11 DURATION OF PROGRAM

12 Stc. 131. (a) Safi-on 301 (b) of the Elementary and

E; Secondary Education Act of 1965 is amended by striking

11. out "the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973" and inserting

15 in lieu thereof "each of the succeeding fiscal years ending

16 prior io July 1, 1977".

17 (IT) Section 302 (a) (1) of such Act is amended by

18 striking out "July 1, 1973," and inserting in lien thereof

19 "July 1,1978,"

20 (c) Section 305 (c) of such Act is amended by sirik-

21 out "July 1, 1973," and inserting in lieu thereof "July

22 1, 1978,".

2: (d) The amendments made by this section shall be

24 effective on and after July 1, 1973.
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PART DSTRE:tsGTIIENING STATE ANL) LOCAL

EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES

DURATION OF PROGRAMS

4 Sm. 141. (a) Section 501 (b) of the Elementary and

5 Secondary Education Act of 1965 is amended by- striking

ti ottl, "Ills' fiscal year ending June 39, 1973" and insertingin

7 lieu thereof "each of the succeeding fiscal years ending prior

8 to July 1, 1978".

9 (b) Section 521 (b) of such Act is amended by strik-

m lug Out "the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973" and insetting

in lieu thereof "each of the succeeding fiscal years ending

12 Pri°r to July 1, 1977".

-1:3 (c) Section 531(b) of-such Act is amended by strik-

14

15

lli

17

18

19'

92

9:3

24

25

ing out "the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973" and inserting

in lieu thereof "each of the succeeding fiscal years ending

prior to July 1, 1977".

(d) The amendments made by ibis section shall be

effective on and after July 1, 1973.

PART EBILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

DURATION OF PROGRAM

SEC. 151. (it) Section 703 of the Elementary and Sec-

ondary, Education Act of 1965 is amended by striking out

"the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973" and inserting in lieu

thereof "each of the succeeding fiscal years ending prior to

July 1. 1.977".
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6

1 (I)) The amendments made by this section shall be

2 effective on and after July 1, 1973.

:3 PART 11---ANKNomENTS TO TITLE VIII OF THE ELEMEN-

4

5

6

7

S

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

23

26

TARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF 1965

DROPOUT PREVENTION PROJECTS

SEC. 161. (a) Section 807 (c) of the Elementary and

Secondary Education Act of 1963 is amended by striking

out "the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973" and inserting in

lieu thereof "each of the succeeding fiscal years ending prior

to July 1, 1977".

(b) The amendments made by this section shall be

effective on and after July 1, 1973.

SCIIOUL NPITITION AND HEALTH E HIM CES

SEC. 162. Section 808 (d) of the Elementary and Fee-

ondary Education Aet of 1965 is amended by striking out

"the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973" and inserting in lieu

thereof "each of the succeeding fiscal years ending prior to

July 1, 1977".

CORRECTION EDUCATION SERVICES

Sic. 163. Section 809 of the Elementary and Secondary

Education Act of 105 is amended by adding at the end

thereof the following new subsection

" (c) For the purpose of carrying out this section, myre

is authorized to be apIropriated $500,000 for the fiscal

year ending June 30, 1974, and for each of the succeeding

fiscal years ending prior to July 1, 1977."..



8

1. ImmoVEMENT 01.* ErCATIONAL OPPORTUNITEIS FRO

2 INDIAN CiIILDIIEN

3 SEC. 164. Section 810 (g) of the Elementary and

4 Serondaq Education Act of 1965 is amended by striking out

5 "two succeeding fiscal years" and inserting in lien thereof

"succeeding fiscal years ending prior to July 1, 1977".

7 CONSUMERS' EDUCATION

SEC: 165. Section 811 U.; of the Elementary and

I) Secondary Education Art of 1965 is amended by striking

out "the year eliding ,Tune 30, 1975," mid inserting in lien

thereof "each of the fiscal years ending prior to :hay I,

12 1977, "..

TECI MCAT, AMENDMENT

SEc. 166. Section 801 of the Elementary and Secondary

15 Education Act of 196ri is amended, in that part thereof

which precedes paragraph (a), by striking out "titles II,

17 III, V, VI, and VII of and by inserting after "Act,"
18 the following: "except in the amendment made by title I,

19 and".
4)0

PAirr 0.--Eviste lkiciTAGE STumlis CENTERS

21 DURATION OF PROGRAM

22 SEC. 171. (a) Section 906 of the Elementary and

23 Secondary Education act of 1765 is amended by striking

24 out "the ear ending June 30, 1973" and inserting in lieu

Li thereof ".each of the fiscal years ending prior to July 1,

26 1977".
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8

1 (b) Tbe amendments made by this section shall be

2 effective on and after July 1; 1973.

3 TITLE II AMENDMENT'S TO PUBLIC LAWS 815

4 . AND 874 OF THE EIGHTY-FIRST CONGRESS

5 DURATION OP PAYMENTS UNDER PURL IC TAW 8I 5,

6 EIGHTY-FIRST CONG HES:.

7 SEC. 201. (a) (1) The first sentence of section 3 of

8 the Act of Stptember 23, 1950 (Public Law 815, Eighty- .

9 first Congress) is amended by striking out "June 30, 1973"

10 and inserting in lieu thereof "June 30, 1977".

11 (2) Section 15 (15) of such Act is amended by striking

12 out "1068-1960" and inserting in lieu thereof "1972-1973".

13 (b) Section 16 (a) of such Act is amended-

14 (1) in clause (1) (A) thereof, by striking out

15 "July 1, 1973" and inserting in lieu thereof "July 1,

16 1977"; and

17 (2) in clause (1) (B) thereof by inserting after

18 "seriously damaged" the following: ", prior to July

19 1, 1977".

20 (c) The amendments made by this section shall be effec-

21 tive on and after July 1, 1973.



10

9

1 DURATION OF PAYMENTS UNDER TITLE I OF PUBLIC LAW

2 814, EIGHTY-FIRST CONGRESS (PAYMENTS IN CONNEC-

3 TION WITH CHILDREN WHO RESIDE ON, OR WHOSE

4 PARENTS ARE EMPLOYED ON, FEDERAL PROPERTY)

5 SEC. 202. (a) (1) Section 2 (a) of the Act of Septem-

6 her 30, 1950 (Public Law 874, Eighty-first Congress) is

7 amended by striking out "July 1, 1973" and inserting in lieu

S thereof "July 1, 1977."

9 (2) (A) The first sentence of section 3 (b) of such Act

10 is amended by striking out "July 1, 1073," and inserting in

11 lieu thereof "July 1, 1977,".

12 (B) The second sentence of such section (3) (b) is

13 amended by striking. out "July 1 1973," and inserting in

14 lieu thereof "July 1, 1977,".

15 (b) Section 4 (a.) of such Act is amended, in that part

16 thereof which precedes clause (1), by striking out "July

17 1, 1973" and inserting in licu thereof "July 1, 1977".

18 (c) Section 7 (a) of such Act is amended-

19 (1) in clause (1) (A), by striking out "July--
90 1, 1973," and inserting in lieu thereof "July 1, 1977," ;

21 and
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(2) in clause (1) (13) , by inserting after "seriously

2 damaged" the following: "prior to July 1. 1977".

(d) The amendments made by this section shall be effee-

il live on and after July 1, 1973.

5 iltiPATIoN OP PAYMENTS TINDER. 'PUBLIC LAW 874, E

6 Put ST CONGRESS, FON TI1E, EDUCATION Ole

7 enlIDREN

8 SEc. 203. (a) Section 203 (a) (1) of the Act of Septem-

9 her 30, 1950 (Public Lrw 874, Eighty -first Congress), as

10 added by the Indian Education Act, is amended ley striking.

11 out "July 1, 1975," and inserting in lieu thereof "July 1,

12 1977,".

(b) The amendments made by I his section shall lie &cc-

tive on and after July 1, 1973.

15 TITLE CATION OF lIA_NDXA.PPED

16 CHILDREN

17 GRANTS TO STATES

18 SEC. 301. (a) Section 611 (b) cif the EdueMion of the

19 Handicapped Act is amended by striking out "the fiscal year

20 ending June 30, 1973" and inserting in lieu thcreoc "each of

21 the succeeding fiscal. years ending prior to July 1, 1977".

22 (b) Clause (B) of section: 612 (a) (1) of such Act is

23 amended by striking out "July 1, 1973," and inserting in

24 lieu thereof "July if 1977,".
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1 (C) The amendments made by this section shall he eike-

2 tive on and after July 1, 1973.

3 cENTERs AND SERVICES TO -Atta)T sPEGIAL :Nuns OF THE

4 ity-smox-PPED

5 Sr c. 302. (a) Section 026 of the Education of the Hand-

6 napped Act is amended by striking out "the fiscal year end-

7 ing June 30, 1973," and inserting in lieu thereof "each of

,8 the succeeding fiscal years ending prior to July 1, 1977,".

9 (b) The amenchnents made by this section shall be cfrec-

10 tive on and after July 1, 1973.

TRAINING PERSONNI.. iOl THE EDUCATION OP THE

12 IIANDICAPPED

13 Sm. 303. (a) Section 636 of the Education of the

14 Handicapped Act is amended by striking out "the fiscal year

15 ending June. 30, 1973" and inserting in lieu thereof "each of

16 the succeeding fiscal years ending prior to July 1, 1977".

17 (b) The amendments made by this section shall be diet-

tive on and after July 1, 1973.

19 RESEARCH IN TILE EDUCATION OF TILE HANDICAPPED

20 SEC. 304. (a) Section 644 of the Education of the Hand

21 ieapped Act is amended by striking Out "the fiscal year

22 ending June 30, 1973," and inserting in lieu thereof "each

23 of the succeeding fiscal years ending prior to July 1, 1977,".
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1 (b) The amendments made by this section shall be effec-

_ 2 live on and after July 1, 1973.

a

SPECIAL PROGRAMS FOR CHILDREN WITH SPECIFIC

LEARNING DISABILITIES

Sbc. 305. (a) Section 661 of the Education of the

6 ilandicapped Act is amended by striking out "July 1, 1973"

7 and inserting in lieu thereof "July 1, 1977".

S TITLE IVAMENDMENTS TO THE GENERAL ED-.

9 uciA.TioN plloVISIONS ACT AND PROVISIONS

10 RELATING TO THE ADMINISTRATION OF

11 EDUCATION PROGRAMS

12 I) UR AT ION OF SPECIAL AUTHORIZATION OF ,UTROPRIA-

1:3 TIONS FOR TUE GENERAL EDUCATION PROVISIONS ACT

14. SEC. 401. (a) Section 400 (c) .of the General Education

15 Provisions Act is amended by inserting after "for any fiscal

16 year" the following: "ending prior to July 1, 1977".

(6) The amendment made by subsection (a) shall be

18 effective on and after July 1, .1973.

19 TIME PERIOD DURING WHICH RESOLUTIONS OE EITHER

20 HOUSE. MAY TERMINATE CONTINGENT EXTENSION

21 AUTHORITY FOli APPROPRIATIONS

22 SEC. 402. (a) Section 413 (c) (2) of the General Ed --

23 ucation Provisions Act is amended by striking out "July .1,

24 1973," and inserting in lieu thereof. "July 1977,".

97-457 0 - 73 (PI. 1) - 2
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1 (h) The amendments made by subsection (a) shall be

2 effective on and after July 1, 1973.

3 AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS .

4 Sic. 403. (a) Section 405 (b) of the General Mum-

5 tion Provisions Act is amended by striking out "July 1,

1973," and inserting in lieu thereof "July 1, 1.977,"..

7 (b) The amendments made by subsection (a) shall he

8 effective on and after July 1, 1973.

9 TITLE VADULT EDUCATION

DURATION OF PROGRAM

11 Sc.E 501. (a) Section 312 of the Adult Education Act

12 is amended by striking out "fiscal years ending June 30,

13 1972, and June 30, 1973," and inserting in lieu thereof

.14 "succeeding fiscal years ending prior to July 1, 1977,".

15 (b) The amendments made by this section shall be

16 effective on and after July 1, 1973.

17 TITLE VIMISCELLANEOUS

18 ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION

19 SEc. 001. (a.) Section 7 of the Environmental Ednea-

20 don Act is amended by striking out "the fiscal year ending

21 June 30, 1973," and inserting in lieu thereof "each, of the

22 succeeding fiscal years ending prior to July 1, 1977,".

23 (b) The amendments made by this section shall be

effective on and after July 1, 1973.
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1 DI UG ABUSE EDUCATION

2 SEC. 602. (a) (1) Section 3 (e) of the Drug Abuse

3 Education Act of 1970 is amended- by striking out that part

4 of the first sentence thereof which follows "appropriated"

5 and inserting in lien thereof ", for the purpose of carrying out

6 this section, $14,000,000 for the.fiseal year'ending June 30,

7 1974, and for each of the succeeding fiscal years ending

8 prior to July 1, 1977.".

9 (2) The .first sentence of st ei,-11 4 of such Act is

10 amended to read as follows: "for the purpose of carrying out

11 the provisions of this section, there is authorized to be appro-

12 printed $14,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,

'13 1974, and for each of the succeeding fiscal years ending prior

14 to July 1, 1977.".

15 . (b) The amendments made by this section shall he ef-

16 fective on and after July 1, 1973.

17 TITLE VIIADMINISTRATION OF EDUCATION

PROGRAMS

19 AMENDMENT TO TILE GENERAL EDUCATION

.20 PROVISIONS ACT

21 SEC. 701. (a) The General Education Provisions Act

92. (title IV of Public Law 90-247) is amended to read as

93 follows:
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"TITLEIVGENERAL PROVISION CONCERNING

2 EDUCATION

3 "SHORT TITLE.

4 "Sm. 401. This title may be cited as the 'General Edn:

5 cation Provisions Act'.

6 "DEFINITIONS

7 "SEo. 402. Unless otherwise specified, the following

s definitions shall apply to the terms used in any applicable

9 statute:

10 " (1) The term 'applicable program' means any pro -

11 gram for which an officer of the United States in any agency

12 of the Education Division or in the office of the Assistant

13 Secretary has administr1Jivc responsibility either by law or

14 by delegation of authority, in accordance with law.

1.5 "(2) The teriii`applicable statute' Means the Act, or

16 the title, part, or section of an Act, as the case may be,

17 which authorizes the appropriations for an applicable pro-

is gram, this Act; and any other statute which, under its terms,

19 expressly controls the administration of an applicable pro -

20 gram.

21 "(3) The term 'Secretary' means the Secretary of

22 health, Education, and Welfare.

23 "(4) The term 'Assistant Secretary' means the As-
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1 sistant Secretary of health, Education, and Welfare created

under section 411 (c) .

:3 " (5) The term `Commissioner' means the Commissioner

4 of Education for which provision is made under section

412 (b) .

6 " (6) The term 'Education Division' means the Educa-

7 lion Division established under section 411 (a) and (b) .

'" (7) The term 'Office of Education' means the agency

9 of Education for which provision is made under section

10 412.()).

11 " (8) The term `National Institute of Education' means

12 the agency established under section 413.

" (9) The term 'National Center for Education Sta-

14 tistics' means the agency established under section 414.

15 " (10) The term 'National Commission on Education

16 Policy Planning, and Evaluation' means the commission

17 established under section 431.

18 " (11) The term 'construction' means (A) erection

19 of new or expansion of existing structures and the acqui-

20 sition and installation of necessary equipment therefor; or

21 (B) acquisition of existing structures; or (C) remodeling

22 or .alteration of existing structures; or (D) any combina-

23 tion of any two or more of the activities described in clauses

24 (A), (B), and (0).

25 " (12) The 'term 'elementary school' means a day or
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1 residential school which provides elementary education, as

2 determined under State law.

3 " (13) The term 'equipment' includes machinery, util-

4 itics, and built-in equipment and any necessary enclosures

5 or structures to house them, and includes all other items

6 necessary for the functioning of a particular facility, as a

7 facility for the provision of edUcational services, including

8 such items as instructional equipment and necessary furni-

9 tare; printed, published, and audio-visual instructional ma-

10 terials; and books, periodicals, documents; and other related

11 materials.

12 " (14) The term 'free public education' means cdu-

13 cation which is provided at public expense, under public

14 supervision, direction, and control, and without tuition

15 charge, and which is provided as elementary or secondary

16 school education in the applicable State.

17 . " (15) The term 'gifted and talented' when applied to

18 children means children who, in accordance with

19 criteria established by the Commissioner by regulation, have

20 outstanding intellectual ability or creative talent, the de-

21 velopment of which requires special educational activities

22 or services not ordinarily provided by local educational

23 agencies.

24 " (16) The term 'handicapped' when applied to a person

It
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1 means a person who is mentally retarded, hard of hearing,

2 deaf, speech impaired, visually handicapped, seriously

3 emotiptially disturbed, or crippled.

4 "(17) The term 'institution of higher education' means

5 an educational institution in a State which

6 " (A) admits, as regular students; only individuals

7 having a certificate of graduation from a secondary

8 school (or the recognized equivalent thereof) ;

9 " (B) is legally authorized within such State to

10 provide a prograni of postsecondary education;

11 " (C) provides an educational program for which

12 it awards a bachelor's degree, or provides not less than

13 a two-year program which is acceptable for full credit

14 toward such a degree;

15 " (D) is a public or other nonprofit. institution; and

" (E) is accredited by a nationally recognized

accrediting agency or association, as determined by the

18 Commissioner.

19 For the purposes of clause (E), the Commissioner shall
20 publish a list of nationally. recognized accrediting agencies

21 or associations which he determines to be reliable authorities

22 as to the quality of education or training off.ered in instita-

23 tions of higher education.

24 "(18) The term 'local educational agency' means a
25 public board of education or other public authority legally
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.1 constituted within a State for either administrative control

2 or direction, or to perform a service function for free public

3 education in elementary or secondary schools in a school

4 district or other local political subdivision of a State, or such

5 combination of school districts or other local political sub-

6 divisions of a Slate as arc recognized in a State as an admin-

7 istrative agency for the provision of free public education in

8 elementary or secondary schools.

9 " (19) The term 'nonprofit' as applied to a school, agen-

10 cy, organization, or institution means an educational school,

11 agency, organization, or institution owned and operated by

12 one or more nonprofit corporations or associations, no part

13 of the net earnings of which inures, or may lawfully inure, to

14 the benefit of any private shareholder or individual.

15 (20) The term 'parent' includes a legal guardian of,

or other person standing in loco parentis with, a. child.

1.7 " (21) The term `icliool or department of divinity'

18 means an institution or department or a branch of an institu-

19 lion, the educational program of which is designed or in-

.20 tended for the education of students-

21 " (A.) to prepare them to become ministers of re-

22 ligion or to enter upon some other religious vocation

23 (or to provide continuing training for any such voea-

21 tion) ; or

25 " (B) to prepare them to teach theological subjects.
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"(22) '!:he term 'secondary school' means a school which

2 provides secondary education as determined under State law.

3 "(23) The term `State' includes the several States of

4 te laniun, the District Of Columbia, the Commonwealth of

5 Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands,

and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.

7 " (24) The term 'State educational agency' means the

S State board of education or other agency or ollicer primarily

9 responsible for the State supervision of free pia; education

lU in elementary- and secondary schools, or, if there is no such

officer or agency, an office or agency designated by the Gov -

12 or by State law.

13 "APIII0PRIATIoNS

14 "Sm. 403. (a) Subject to subsection (II), there are

15 authorized to be appropriated for any fiscal year ending prior

10 to July 1, 1977, such sums as may be necessary to catty out

17 the provisions of this title. Except as itily be otherwise an-

18 thoiized in this title, there shall be no expenditure of funds

19 for any activity authorized by this title except froni appropri-

90 talons pursuant to the preceding sentence.

21 "(b) (1) Of the sums appropriated pursuant to sub-

22 section (a)

23 " (A) not to exceed $1,500,000 for any fiscal year

24 shall be for salaries and expenses for the operation of

25 the office Of the Assistant Secretary;
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1 " ( not to exceed $.60,1'00,000 for any fiscal

2 - year shall he for salaries and expenses for the adminis-

t ration of the Office of Education;

4 " not to exeeed $7.000,000 for any fisenl year

5 shall Im for salaries and expenses for the National In-

stitnte of Education; and

7 "(1)) not to exceed $3.000.001I for any fiscal year

S shall he for salaries and expenses for the National

9 C'enter for Education Statistics.

" (2) Of the sums appropi ated pursuant to subsec-

11 tio (a) for any fiscal year-

12 "(A) the amount available for grants and con-

tracts of the National Institute of Education under

14 section 413 (d) shall not exceed the amount specified

15 for that year in section 13 (g) (1) ;

16 "(B) the alumna available for the activities

17 (other than salaries and expenses) of the National

18 Center for Education Statistics shall not exceed the

19 amonnt specified for that year in section 414 (g) ;

20 "(C) not less than $1,000,000 shall be available

21 to the National Commission on Education Policy Plan-

22 ring and Evaluation for investigations and evaluations

23 with respect to the administration of federally assisted

24 education programs.;
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1. "(1)) the amount available for any fiscal year for

2 the purposes of section 432 shalt not exceed $5,000,-

3 000; and

4 " (E) the amounts available for any fiscal year

5 for the purposes of sections 413 (c), 416, 434, and 453,

6 part C, part 1), and part E shall not exceed limitations

7 specified therefor in Acts appropriating funds for the

S purposes of such sections for that year.

9 " (3) The stuns necessary to carry out any provision of

10 this title for which there is no provision in paragraph (1)

11 or (2) shall be available therefor from sums appropriated

12 pursuant to subsection (a) and limited under clause (B) of

13 paragraph (1) .

14 "CEN MAL PIIOVISIONS

15 "Sm. 404. (a) The provisions of title 5, United States

Code, shall be applicable to agencies and programs subject

17 to this title to the extent that such provisions are not in-

18 consistent with the provisions of this title.

19 " (b) No authority vested in the Assistant Secretary or

20 in any agency or officer, council, commission, or board in

21 the Education Division shall be transferred to any other

22 agency or any official in any other agency except by a stat-

23 ate which expressly limits the effect of this section.
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"PART AA Dm TN !MUT ION

2 "THE EDUCATION. DIVISION

"SEC. 411. (a) There shall be, within the Department

I of Health, Education; and Welfare, an Education Division,

5 composed of the agencies li4ed in subsection (h) .

" (b) The Education Division shall be composed of the

7 following agencies:

" (I) the Office of Education;

9 "(2) the National Institute of Education; and

10 " (3) the National Center for Education Statistics.

"(c) (1) There shall lie in the Department of Health,

12 Education, and Welfare an Assistant Secretary of Health,

13 Education, and 'Welfare for Education who shall head the

Education Division. The Assistant. Secretary shall be ap-

15 pointed by the President; by and with the advice and consent

16 of the Senate, arul shall lie compensated at the rate

17 specified for level IV of the Executive Schedule under see-

1.8 lion 5315 of title 5, United States Code.

19 "(2) The Assistant Secretary, subject; to and in ac-

20 cordance with these provisions of title 5, :United States

21 Code, relating to the appointment and compensation of

22 personnel and subject to such limitations as may lie imposed

23 in this title; is authorized to appoint and compensate such per-

24 sound us are necessary to enable him to .carry out the Func-,o
25 tions of his office. The number of strch personnel shall not,
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1 for any fiscal year, exceed the number specified for such

2 purpose by the Act making general appropriations for the

3 agencies in the Education Division for that fiscal year. No

4 person- shall be assigned to the office of the Assistant Score-

5 tart' except. under the authority of this paragraph.

6 " (d) All functions of the Secretary related to the admin-

7 istration of any applicable program shall be delegated to the

8 Assistant Secretary.

9 " (e) To the extent that, the primary administrative

10 responsibility for any program is vested in the kssistant

11 Secretary by law or by delegation of authority, in accord-

12 ance with law, the Assistant Secretary shall be considered

13 an administrative head of an education agency for the pur-

14 poses of section 417 (a) with respect to the administration

15 of that .program. The. Assistant Secretary is authorized to

16 delegate any of his functions with respect. to any such pro-

17 gram to the Commissioner.

18 "OFFICE OF BbUCATION

19 "Sm. 412. (a) There shall be im Office of Education

20 (hereinafter in this section referred to as the 'Office') which

21 shall be the primary agency of the Federal Government re-

22 sponsible for the administration of programs of financial as-

23 sistance to educational agendies, institutions, and organiza-

24 tions. The Office shall have such responsibilities and

25 authorities as may be vested in the Commissioner by law

26 or delegated to the Commissioner in accordance with law.
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1 " (b) (1) The Office shall be headed by the Commis-

2 sioner of Education who shall be appointed by the President,

3 by and with -the-advice and consent of the Senate, and who

4 shall be compensated at the rate specified for level V of the

5 Executive Schedule under section 5316 of title 5, United

6 States Code.

7 " (2) (A) There shall be in the Office an. Executive

8 Deputy Commissioner of Education (in this subsection re-

9 ferred to as the 'Executive Deputy Commissioner') who shall

10 be appointed by the President and shall, subject to the

11 direction of the Commissioner, be responsible for broad dele-

12 gated responsibility to act for the Commissioner on major

aspects of the Office of Education.

14 "(B) The Executive Deputy Commissioner shall be

15 placed in, and compensated at the rate specified for, grade

16 18 of the General Schedule set forth in section 5332 of title

17 5, United States Code.

"(c) (1) The Office shall, consistent with such organiza-

19 tion thereof which is provided in law, be divided into bu-

20 rens, and such bureaus shall be divided into divisions, as

21 the Comthissioner determines appropriate.

22 " (2) (A.) Bureaus of the Office shall be headed by

23 Deputy Commissioners, and divisions- of such bureaus shall

24 be headed by Directors.

25 " (B) Deputy Commissioners subject to this subsection,

26 shall be placed in, and compensated at the rate.specified for,'
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1 grade 18 of the General Schedule set forth in section 53:32

2 of title 5, United States Code, and Directors, subject to this

3 subsection, shall be placed in, and compensated at the rate

4 specified for, grade 17 of such General Schedule.

5 " (d) (1) There shall be regional offices of the Office of

6 Education established in such places as the Commission, after

7 consultation with the Assistant Secretary, shall determine.

8 Such regional offices shall carry out such functions as are

9 speCified in paragraph (2) .

10 " (2) The regional offices shall serve as centers for the

11 dissemination of information about the activities of the

12 agencies in the Education Division and provide technical

13 assistance to State and local educational agencies, institutions

14 of higher education, and other educational agencies, institit-

15 tions, and organizations and to individuals and other groups

16 having an interest in Federal education activities.

17 " (3) (A) The Assistant Secretary is authorized to

18 delegate any of his functions under sections 482 and 484 to

19 employees of the Office of Education serving in regional

20 offices.

91
" (B) The Commissioner shall not delegate any of his

22 functions to employees serving in regional offices.

23 " (0) Notwithstanding any other provision of law

24 unless enacted in express limitation of this paragraph, there

shall be no delegations of functions to employees serving

26 in regional offices except as provided in this subsection..
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(e) The Commissioner shall submit to the Dunn-Litt-0e

2 on Labor and Public Welfare of the Senate and the Com-

3 mittee on Education and Labor of the House of Representa-

4 tires not later than March 31 of each year a, report on the

5 personnel needs and assignments of the Office. Such report

6 shall include a description (1) of the tiltutuee in winch the

7 Office is organized and the personnel of the Office are assigned

8 to the various functions of that agency and (2) of personnel

9 needs of that agency in order to enable it to carry out its

10 functions, as authorized by law.

11 "NATIONAL INS'PITI.ITE OF EDUCATION

12 "SEC. 413. (a) (1) The Congress hereby declares it to

13 be the policy of the United States to provide to every person

14 an equal opportunity to receive an education of high quality

15 regardless of his race, color, religion, sex, national origin, or

16 social class. Although the American educational system has

17 pursued this objective, it has not yet attained that objective.

18 Inequalities of opportunity to receive high quality education

19 remain pronounced. To achieve quality will require far

20 more dependable knowledge about the processes of learning

21 and education than now exists or can be expected from pros-

22 eta research and experimentation in this field. While the

23 direction of the education system remains primarily the re-

24 sponsibility of State and local governments, the Federal

25 Government has a clear responsibility to provide leadership



29

28

1 in the conduct and support of scientific inquiry into the edu-

2 cational process.

3 " (2) The Congress further declares it to be the policy of

4 the United States to-

5 " (i) help to solve or to alleviate the problems of,

6 and prothote the reform and renewal. of American

7 education;

8 " (ii) advance the practice of education, as an art,

9 science, and progcssion;

10 " (iii) strengthen the scientific 'and technological

11 foundations of education; and

12 " (iv) build an effective educational research and

13 development system.

14 (b) (1) In order to carry out the policy set forth in

15 subsection (a), there is established the National Institute

16 of Education (hereafter in this section referred to as the

17 'Institute') which shalt consist of a National Council on Edn-

18 cational Research (referred to in this section as the (Coun-

eir) and a Director of the Institute (hereafter referred to as

20 the 'Director') . NotWithstanding any other provision of law,

21 except, section 417, unless enacted in express limitation of

22 this sentence, the Institute shall have only such authority as

23 may be vested therein by this section.

24 " (2) The Institute shall, in accordance with the provi-

25 sions of this section, seek to improve education in the United.

26 States by carrying out the policies set, forth in subsection (a) .

97-157 0 - 73 (Pt, 1) - 3
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" (e) (1) The Council shall consist of fifteen members

2 appointed by the President, by and with the advice and con-

sent of the Senate, the Director, and such other ex officio

4 members who are officers of the United States as the Prcsi-

5 dent may designate. The Chairman of the Council shall he

6 designated from among its appointed members by the Pres-

7 ident. Ex officio members shall not have a vote on the

8 Council.

9 " (2) The term of office of the members of the Council

(other than ex officio members) shall be three years, except

that (A) the members first taking office shall serve as desig-

12 noted by the President, five for terms of three years, five for

13 terms of two years, and five for terms of one year, and (B)

14 any member appointed to fill a vacancy shall serve for the

15 remainder of the term for which his predecessor was ap-

16 pointed. Any appointed member who has been a. member of

17 the Council for six consecutive years shall thereafter be in-

18 eligible for appointment to the Council during the two-year

19 period following the expiration of such sixth year.

20 ." (3) (A) The Council shall-

21 " (i) establish general policies for, and review the

22 conduct of, the Institute;

23 "(ii) conduct such studies as may be necessary to

24 fulfill its functions under this section; and

.95 " (iii) prepare an annual report meeting the requie-

26 ments of subparagraph. (B) .
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1 " (B) The annual report required by clause (iii) of sub-

2 paragraph (A) shall include-

3 "(1). a statement describing the then current status

4 and needs of educational research in the United States;

5 " (ii) an evaluation of the activities of the Institute

and the progress of the .Institute toward achieving the

7 goals in the polities set. forth in subsection (a) and meet-

ing the needs described in the statement required by

clause (i) ;

10 " (iii) a description of the activities proposed to be

1.1 carried out during the succeeding fiscal year, including

12 a statement describing the manner in which such activ-

ities are intended to achieve such goals and meet such

14 needs; and

15 " (iv) an estimate of the expense of tlie Institute in

16 carrying out such

17 Such annual report shall be submitted to the President and

18 the Congress not later than November 1. of each year.

19 " (C) (i) The Council shall meet at the call of the Chair-

20 man, except that it shall meet-

21 " (I) at, least six times during each calendar year;

22

23

24

25

and

(11) in. addition, whenever one-third of the ap-

pointed members request in writing that the Chairman

call a meeting.
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1 " (ii) Eight appointed members of the Council shall con-

stitute a (;nornin of the Council, esc(...pt that when the Council'

3 is meeting pursuant to a request under clause (II) of division

4 (1), ,is members shall constitute a quorum.

5 " (1)) The Council shall include among its general poli-

cies established pursuant to clause (i) Of subparagraph (A),

7 standards which will insure that the activities of the Insti-

8 tote are of high quality and are not subject to political

9 influence.

10 " (4) In order to assist the Council in carrying out its

11 functions under this section, the Council is authorized to

12 appoint without regard for the provisions of itle 5, United

13 States Code, governing appointments in the competitive

14 service and compensate without regard for the provisions of

15 chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of such title

relating to classification and General Schedule pay rates,

17 such technical and professional employees as it determines

necessary.

19 " (5) The Council shall subject, as a part of its annual

20 report, not later than November 1 of each year, to the

21 Congress an estimate of its expenses tinder paragraph (4)

22 for the succeeding fiscal year.

23 " ( d) (1) The Director of the Institute shall be ap-

pointed by the President, by and with the advice and con-

25 sent of the Senate. The Director shall be compensated at



33

32

1 the rate provided for level V of the Executive Schedule

2 wider section 5316 of title 5, United States Code, and shall

3 perform such duties and exercise such powers and anthori-

ties as the Council may prescribe.

5 "(2).. There shall be a Deputy Director of the Insti-

6 tut e (referred to in this section as tile 'Deputy Director')

7 who shall be appointed by the President. The Depiity

S Director shall be placed in, and compensated at the rate

9 provided for, grade 18 of the General Schedule set forth in

10 section 5232 of title 5, United States Code, and shall act

11 for the Director during the absence or disability of the

12 Director and exercise such powers and authorities as the

13 Director may prescribe.

14 " (1) In order to carry out the objectives of the

15 Institute, the Director is authorized, through the Institute,

16 to conduct educational research; train individuals in edu-

17 co tional research; assist and foster such research, collet:-

tion, dissemination, or training through grants, or techni-

19 cal assistance to, or jointly financed cooperative arrange -

20 with, Public or private organizations, institutions,

21 agencies, or individuals; promote the coordination of such

22 research and research support within the Federal Govern-

23 Meat; and may construct or provide (by grant or other-

24 wise) for such facilities as he determines, may be required

25 to accomplish such purposes. As used in this subsection.
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1 the term 'educational research' includes °research (basic

2 and applied), planning, surveys, evaluations, investigations,

3 experiments, development, and demonstrations in field

4 of education.

5 "(2) The Director may, in order to carry out his fune-

G under paragraph (1) , appoint, for terms not to ex-

7 three years, without regard to the provisions of title 5,

8 United States Code, governing appointments in the corn-

9 petitive service and may compensate without regard to the

10 provisions of chapter 51 and.subchapter III of chapter 53

:a of such title relating to classification and General Schedule

12 pay rates, such technical or professional employees of the

13 Institute as he deems necessary to accomplish its functions

14 and also appoint and compensate without regard to such

15 provisions not to exceed one-fifth of the number of full-

16 tine, regular technical or professional employees of the

17 Institute.

18 "(3) The functions of the Director under this subsee-

19 tion are subject to, and shall be carried out in accordance

20 with, policies established for the purposes of this subsection

21 by the Council.

22 " (4) The Director, -subject to-the policies of the Colin.

23 cil, is authorized to delegate any of his functions under this

24 subsection to any officer or employee of the Institute:
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1 "(f) Where funds are advanced for a single project by

2 more than one Federal agency for the purposes of this sec-

3 tikm, the National Institute of Education may act for all in

4 administering the funds advanced.

5 . " (g) (1) The amount available for grants and contracts

6 by the Director under subsection (e) for any fiscal year

7 shall mit exceed $165,000,000; and the aggregate of the

8 amounts so available during the period beginning July 1,

9 1973 and ending June 30, 1977, shall not exceed $500,000,-

10 000.

11 "(2) Sums appropriated for activities and expenses of

12 the institute which are not limited by section 403 (b) (2)

13 (A) and paragraph (1) of this subsection shall be appropri-

14 aced apart from appropriations which are not !;o limited. as

15 separate line items

16 "NATIONAL CENTER FOR. EDUCATION STATISTICS

17 "SEC. 414. (a) There is established a National Center

18 for Education Statistics (hereafter in this section referred to

19 as the 'Centel which shall consist of a National Board for

20 Education Statistics (hereafter in this section referred to

as the 'Board') and a Diretcor of the Center.

22 " (b) The pnrpose of the Center shall be to collect and

23 disseminate statistics and other data related to education in

24 the United States and in other nations. The Center shall-

25 " (1) collect, collate, and, from time to time, report



36

35

1 full and complete statistics on the conditions of eduea=

tiOn in the United States;

3 " (2) conduct and publish spoeisized analyses of

4 meaning and significance of such statistics;

5 " (3) assist State and local educational agencies in

6 improving their statist kid and data collection activities;

7 and

8 "(4) review and report on educational activities in

9 foreign countries.

10 " (c) (1) (A) The. National Board for Education Statis-

11 tics shall be composed of six Inebers appointed by the

12 President, by and with the advice and consent of the senate.

13 and such ex officio members as are listed in subparagraph

14 (B) . Not more than three of the appointed members may he

15 members of the same political party.

16 "(B) The ex officio members of the Board shall be the

17 following officials:

18 " (i) The Assistant Secretary, as provided in sub-

19 paragraph (D) .

20 "(ii) The Director of the National Center for Edu-

21 rational Statistics.

22 " (iii) The Commissioner of Education.

23 "(iv) The Chairman of the National Council on

24 Educational Research. .

25 " (v) The Librarian of'Congress.
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1 " (vi) The Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution.

2 "(vii) The Director of the Census.

3 "(viii) The Commissioner of Labor Statistics.

4 " (C) Appointed members of the Board shall serve for

5 terms of three years, except that (i) of the initial members

6 four shall serve for shorter terms, as determined by the Pres-

7 'dent, so that no more two terms of dice expire in any calen-

8 dar year, and (ii) any member appointed to vacancy

9 shall serve only for the remainder of the term for which his

10 predecessor was appointed..

11 " (D) The Assistant Secretary shall serve as the non -

12 voting presiding officer of the Board.

13 " (2) (A) The Board shall meet at the call of the pre-

14 siding officer, except that it shall meet-

15 " (i) at least six times during each calendar year;

16 and

17 " (ii) in, addition, whenever three voting members

18 request in writing that the presiding officer call a

19 'meeting.

20 " (B) Seven voting members of the Board shall consti-

21 tote a quorum of the Board,T except that when the Board is

22 meeting pursuant to a request under clause (ii) of subpara-

23 graph (A), four of such members shall constitute a quorum.

24 "(3) (A) The Board shall establish general policies for

25 the operation of the Center and shall be responsible for es-
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1 tablishing standards to insure that statistics and analyses

2 .disseminated by the. Center are of high quality and are not

3 subject to political influence.

4 "(B) The Board shall, not Inter than November 1 of

5 each year, submit to the Congress an annual report which

" (i) contains a description of the activities of the

7 Center during the then current fiscal year and a projec-

8 lion of its activities during the succeeding fiscal year;

9 "(ii) sets forth estimates of the cost of the projected

10 activities for such succeeding fiscal year; and

11 " (iii) includes a statistical report on the condition

1.2 of education in the United States during the two preced-

13 ing fiscal years and a projection, for the three succeed-

] -t ing fiscal years, of estimated statistics related to educa-

15 lion in the United States.

16 "(d) (1) .Tile Director of the Center shall be appointed

17 by the President, by and with the advice and consent of the

18 Senate, and shall be compensated. at the rate specified for

1.9 level. V of the Executive Schedule under section 5316 of

20 title 5, United States. Code. The Director shall perform such

21 duties and exercise such powers and authorities as the Board

22 may prescribe.

23 "(2) There shall be a Deputy Director of the Center

24 (referred to in this section as the `Tjcputy Director') who

25 shall be appointed by the President. The Deputy Director
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1 shall be placed in, and compensated at the rate specified for,

2 grade 18 of the General Schedule set forth in section 5332

3 of title 5, United States Code. The Deputy Director shall

4 act for the Director during the absence or disability of the

5 Director and exercise such powers and authorities as the Di-

6 rector may prescribe.

7 " (e) In order. to carry out the objectives of the Center,

8 the Director, subject to policies established by the Board, is

9 authorized, either directly or by grant or contract, to carry

10 out the purposes set forth in subsection (b) .

1.1 " (f) (1) The Center is authorized to furnish transcripts

12 or copies of tables and other records of the Office of Edam-

1. tion, the Center, and the National Institute of Education to,

and to make special statistical compilations and surveys for,

15 State or local officials, public and private organizations, or

16 individuals. Such statistical compilations and surveys shall be

17 made subject to the payment of the _actual or estimated cost

18 of such .work. In the case of nonprofit organizations or agen-

19 cies, the Director may engage in joint statistical projects;

20 the cost of which shall be shared equitably as determined by

21 the Director, provided that the purposes are otherwise au-

22 thorized by law.

23 " (2)' An moneys received in paynient for work or serv-

24 ices enumerated under this section shall be deposited .in a

25 separate account which may be used to pay directly the costs



40

39

1 of such work or services, to repey appropriations which

2 initially bore all or part of such costs, or to refund excess

3 sums when necessary.

4 " (3) The Commissioner and the National Institute of

5 Education arc directed to cooperate with the Center and

6 make such records and data available to the Center as may

7 be necessary to enable the Center to carry out its functions

8 under this subsection:

9 "(g) (1) The amount available for grarts and con-

10 tracts by the Director under subsection (e) for any fiscal

11 year shall not exceed $5,000,000.

12 " (2) Sums appropriated for activities and expenses of

3..3 the Center which are not limited by section 403 (b) (2) (B)

14 and paragraph (1) of this subsection shall be appropriated

15 apart from appropriations which are not so limited, as sep-

16 orate line items.

17 /EMT, NTE RAG ENCY C011M1 T TEE ON EOU CATION

18. "SEc. 415. (a) There shall be, in the Education Divi-

19 sion, a Federal Interagency Committee on Education which

20 shall be composed of-

21 " (1) the Assistant Secretary; .

22 " (2) the Commissioner;

23 " (3) the Director of the National Institute of

24 Education;
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" (4) the Director of the National Center for Edu-

2 cation Statistics; and

3 " (5) one representative of each of the, following

4 departments and agencies:

5 " (A) the Department of State,

6 " (B) the Department ofDefense,

7 " (C) the Department of Agriculture,

8 " (D) the Department of Labor,

9 " (E) the National Science Foundation,

10 " (F) the National Endowment for the Arts,

" (6 ) the National Endowment for the Hu-

12 Inanities,

13 " (II) the Atomic Energy Commission, and

14 " the National Aeronautics and Space

15 Administration.

16 The Chairman of the Committee shall be designated by the

17 President from among its members.

18 " (b) (1) The Committee shall advise the heads of

19 departments and agencies with respect to their functions

20 which relate to, or affect, education and encourage them to

21 coordinate such functions..

22 " (2) The Committee shall collect education-related data

23 and -other information from the departments and agencies of

24 the Federal Government and make such data and other in-
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1 formation available to the National Center for Education

2 Statistics.

3 " (e) The Assistant Secretary shall provide the Com-

4 mittee with such professional, technical, and clerical staff as

5 may be necessary to enable the Committee to carry out its

6 functions under this section.

7 "Rur,Es FOR EDUCATION OFFICERS OF THE UNITED STATES

8 "SEc. 416. (a) For the purposes of this section, the

9 term 'education officer of the United States' means any per-

10 son appointed by the President pursuant to this part, except

11 members of commissions,.councils, and boards.

12 " (b) Each education officer of the United States shall

13 serve at the pleasure, of the President.

14 "(c) No education officer of the United States shall

15 engage in any other business, vocation, or employment while

16 serving in the position to which he is appointed; nor may

17 he, except wien the express approval of the President in

18 writing, hold any office in, or act in any capacity for, or

19 have any financial interest in, any organization, agency, or

20 institution to which an agency in the Education Division

21 makes a grant or with any such agency makes a contract or

22 any other financial arrangement.

23 " (d) No person shall hold,- or act for, more than one
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1 position as an education officer of the United States at any

2 one time.

3 "GENERAL AUTHORITY OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEADS OF

4 EDUCATION AGENCIES

5 "SEc. 417. (a) Each administrative head of an educa-

6 tion agency, in order to carry out functions otherwise vested

7 in him by law, is, subject to such limitations as may be

8 otherwise imposed by law, authorized
.

9 "((1) to make, promulgate, issue, rescind, and

10 amend rules and regulations governing the manner of

11 operation of the agency of v,-hich lie is head;

12 " (2) in accordance with those provisions of title 5,

13 United States Code, relating to the appointment and

14 compensation of personnel and subject to such limitations

15 as are imposed in this part, to appoint and compensate

16 such personnel as may be .necessary to enable such

17 agency to carry out its functions;

18 " (3) to accept unconditional gifts or donations of

19 services, money, or property (real, personal, or mixed;

20 tangible or intangible) ;

21 " (4) without .regard for section 3648 of the Re-

22 wised Statutes of the United States (31 U.S.C. 529), to

23 enter into and perform such contractS; leases, coopera-

24 Live agreements, or other transactions as may be neees-
,. ?*..

25 nary for the' Conduct of such agency;
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1 "(5) with funds expressly appropriated for such

2 purpose, to construct such facilities as may be necessary

3 to carry out functions vested in him or in the agency of

4 which he is head, and to acquire and dispose of prop-

5 erty; and

6 ." (6) to use the services of other Federal agencies

7 and reimburse such agencies for such services.

8 "(b) Any administrative head of an education agency

9 is, subject to any other limitations on delegations of .author-

10 iv provided by law, authorized to delegate any of his lune-

11 under this section to an officer or employee of that

12 agency.

13 " (c) For the purposes of this section, the term `admin-

14 istrative head of au education agency' means the Commis-

'25 sioncr, the Director of the National Institute of Education,

16 and the Director of the National Center for Education

i7 Statistics.

18 'TART BPLANNING, EVALUATING, AND APPROPRIA-

19 TIONS POR EDUCATION PROGRAMS

20 "APPLICABILITY

21 "SEc. 421. (a) The provisions of this part shall apply

22 to any program for which the Commissioner or the National

23 Institute of Education has administrative responsibility, as

24 provided by law or by delegation of authority, in accordance

25 with law.
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1 " (b) (1) For the purposes of this part-

2. " (A) the term 'applicable program' means any

3 program to which this part is, under the terms of sub

4 section (a), applicable; and

5 " (B) the term 'applicable statute' means (i) the

6 Act, or the title, part, or section of an Art, .ns the ease

may be, which authorizes the appropriation for an appli-

8 cable program, (ii) this part, and (iii) any other statute

9 which, under its terms, expressly controls the admin-

10 istration of an applicable program.

11 " (2) The Civil Rights Act of 1904 (A ) shall not he

12 considered, for the purposes of this part, an applicable stat-

13 ute, but (B) shall have full force and effect on the basis of

14 the terms of that Act with respect, to the administration of

15 any applicable program.

16 " (3) No Act making appropriations to carry out an

17 applicable program shall be considered an applicable statute.

18 " (e) In the case of any provision in this part which

19 limits the applicability of other. provision of law to the con-

20 trary unless such other provision of law is enacted in express

21. and specific limitation thereof, the form of an enactment

22 expressly and specifically limiting any such provision shall

23 be as follows: 'This is enacted as a limitation on

24 of the General Education Provisions Act'; the first

25 blank is to be filled with the section, .part, title, or Act, as

97-457 0 - 73 (pi. 1) - 4
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1 the case may be, which creates the limitation; and the see -

2 and blank is to he filled with the section number on which

3 the limitation is imposed.

4 "Subpart 1Planning and EValuation of Federal

5 Education Activities

"NATIONAL COMMISSION ON EDUCATION POLICY

7 PLANNING AND EVALUATION

S "SEC. 431. (a) (1) There is established a National

9 Commission on Education Policy Planning and Evaluation

10 (hereinafter in this section referred to as the 'Commission')

11 which shall be composed in the manner set forth in para.-

(2) and carry out the purposes set forth in subsection

13 (b) .

14 " (2) The Commission shall be composed of-

15. "(A) three Members of the Senate, selected by

16 the Senate, not more than two of which may be mem-

17 hers of the same political party;

" (B) three Members of the House of Representa-

19 tives selected by the House of Representatives, not

20 more than two of which may be members of the same

21 political party; and

22 "(C) three persons- appointed by the President,

23 not more than two of which shall be members of the

24 same political party. .

25 ";(3) Members of the Commission who are Senators or
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1 Representatives shall serve for such terms as the Senate

2 and the Rouse of Representatives may determine with re-

3 spect to their respective members.

4 " (4) Members of the Commission who are appointed

5 by the President shall serve for terms of three years, except

6 that. (A) in the case of members first appointed, one shall.

7 serve for a term of two years, and one shall serve for a

8 term of one year, and (B) any member appointed to fill a

9 vacancy shall serve only for the remainder of the term for

10 which his predecessor was appointed.

it " (b) The purpose of the Commission shall 'he-

12 " (1) to make recommendations to the President

13 and the Congress with respect to national policy re-

14 garding the Federal policy regarding education in the

13 United States;

`16 "(2) to investigate and evaluate activities of the

17 Federal Government as they relate to education.

18 ":(c) (1) The Commission is authorized and directed

19 t

20

21

"(A) advise the President and the .Congress on

the development, adoption, and implementation of na-

22 tional policies regarding education;

23 " (B) conduct such studies, analyses,.surveys, eval-

24 nations, and investigations as may be appropriate to

25 carry out its purposes;
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" (C) make and submit to the Congress and the
7:

President, such reports, recommendations, and findings

as it deems necessary to- promote the improvement of

education throughout the _Nation and to improve the

administration of Federal education activities; and

"(1)) submit to the Congress and the President

not later than January 31 of each year an annual

report, in such form and containing such information,

recommendations, and findings as it deems appropriate.

"(2) (A) The Commission is authorized, in accord-

ance with policies established for such purpose, to enter into

contracts with :Federal agencies and other public and pri-

vate agencies and organizations in order to enable it to carry

out its functions.

" (B) The Commission is authorized, within the scope

of its purposes and functions, to give technical and expert

assistance to the agencies in the education division, other

Federal agencies having educational purposes, 'congressional

committees, State and local educational agencies, and insti-

tutions of higher education in order to assist them in policy

planning and evaluation of education activities within the

scope of their responsibility under Federal law.

"(d) (1) The Commission is authorized to appoint

and compensate an executive staff director, who shall be

compensated at the rate specified' for grade 18 of the Gen-.
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.1 oral Schedule set forth in section 5332 of title 5, United

2 States Code.

3 " (2) The Commission is authorized to appoint, without

4 regard for the provisions of title 5, United States Cede,

5 covering appointments in the competitive service, such pro-

6 fessional, technical, and clerical personnel as may be neres-

7 sary for it to carry out its functions under this section.

8 " (3) The Commission may procure without regard to

9 the civil service or classification laws, temporary and inter -

10 mittent services of such personnel as it 'finds necessary.

11 " (e) Members of the Commission appointed by the

12 President, who are not in the regular full -time employ of

13 the United States shall, while engaged in the business of

14 the Commission, be entitled to receive compensation at a

15 rate fixed by the President, including traveltime. All mern-

16 hers, while serving on the business of the Commission away

17 from their homes or regular places of business, may be al-

18 lowed travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of

19 subsistence.

20 -" (f) (1) The Commission shall have access to all in-

21 formation it determines necessary from all Federal agencies

22 and recipients of Federal assistance under any Federal edu-

23 cation prograin to the extent necessary to enable it to carry

24 out its functions under this section.
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1 " (2) All Federal agencies are directed to cooperate

2 with tlte Commission in carrying out its fintctions.

3 " (g) In addition to the amounts provided under section

4 403 (b) (C) for enabling the Commission to carry out its.

5 functions, the Commission shall have available for such pur-

6 pose such amounts as may be provided in appropriation

7 acts, except. tthat such amounts shall not exceed, for any

8 fiscal year, one -teeth of one percent of the total appropria-

9 tions for that fiscal year to the agencies in the Education

10 division.

11 "PROGRAM PLANNING AND EVALUATIONS BY THE

12 ASSISTANT SECRETARY

13 "SEc. 432. (a) (1) In accordance with policies estab-

14 fished by the Secretary and approved by the National Corn-

15 mission on Education Policy Planning and Evaluation, the

16 Assistant Secretary is authorized by grant or contract or di-

17 rectly to carry out planning activities for and evaluations of

18 applicable programs.

19 " (2) In order to carry out his functions under para-

20 graph (1) , the Assistant Secretary shall for such purpose

21 be deemed to be an administrative head of an education

22 agency with respect to the authority vested therein by

2:3 clauses (2), (4), and (6) of section 417 (a) .
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1 " (h) Sums available for the purposes of this section

2 shall not exceed the limitation set forth in clause (D) of

3 section 403 (b) (2) .

4 "ANNUAL EVALUATION REPOHTS

5 "Sv.c. 433. (a) Not later than March 31 of each year,

13 the Assistant i3ecretary shall transmit to the Committee on

7 Education and Labor of the House of liepresentatives and

8 the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare of the. Senate

9 an annual evaluation report which evaluates the effectiveness

10 of applicable programs in achieving their legislated purposes

11 together with reconimendations relating to such progralli:: for

12 the improvement of such programs which will result in

13 greater effectiveness in achieving such purposes.

1.4 " (b) Each evaluation report submitted pursuant to sub-

15 section (a.) shall contain: (1) a brief description of each

16 contract or grant for evaluation of any program conducted

17 under section 432, any Tart of the performance of which oe-

18 curred during the preceding year, (2) the name of the firm

19 or individnal who is to carry out the evaluation, and (3) the

20 amount to be paid under the contract or grant.

21 ."RENEWAL EVALUATION Ifl

22 "SE0..434. (a) In the case of any applicable program for

23 which-

24 " (1) the authorization of appropriations expires; or
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"(2) the time during which payments or grants are

to be made expires;

3 not later than one year prior to the date of such expiration,

4 the Assistant Secretary shall submit to the Committee oil

5 Education and Labor of the :House of Representatives and

t; the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare of the Senate a

7 comprehensive evaluation report on such program.

S " (b) Any comprehensive evaluation report submitted

9 pursuant . to subsection (a) shall eontain-

10 " (1) a history of the program concerned including--

11 " (A.) a history of authorizations of appropri-

12 ations, budget requests, appropriations, and expend-

13 ithres for such programs;

" (B) a history of legislative recommendations

15 with respect to such program, made by the President

16 and the disposition of such reconmiendations,.and

" (0) a history of legislative changes made in

18 applicable statutes with respect to such program;

19 " (2) assuming a continuation of such program,

20 recommendations for improvements (including legisla-

2.1 Live changes) in such program with a view toward

22 achieving the legislative. purposes of such program;

23 " (3) a 'compilation and summary of all evaluations

24 of such program; and
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1 " (4) a recommendation with respect to whether

2 such program should be continued, and the date of its

3 expiration and the reasons for such reconunendation.

4 "AUDITS, EVALUATIONS, REVIEW BY THE compTuomm

5 GENERAL

6 -"SEc. 435. (a) (1) (A) Upon request-

7 "(1) of either the chairman of the Committee on

8 Labor and Public Welfare of the Senate or the chairman

9 of the Committee on Education and Labor of the House

10 of Representatives, or either of their delegates for the

11 purposes of this clause; or

12 "(ii) of either such committee, by resolution; or

13 " (iii) to the extent personnel are available, Of any

14: member of eitli'r such committee;

15 the Comptroller (1-neral of the United States shall conduct

16 a review, audit, evaluation, or investigation of any activity

17: of either the Office of Education or the National Institute of

18 Education.

19 " (13) Upon any request under subparagraph (1), the

20 Comptroller General shall-

21 " (i) conduct studies of the laws and regulations

22 governing or related to the activity which is the subject

23 of such request;

24 "(ii) review the policies, procedures, and practices



54

53

1 of either the Office of Education or the National Institute

2 of Education related to such activity;

3 "(iii) evaluate the activity in question with respect

4 to the law governing such activity;.

5 " (iv) evaluate particular programs or projects, and

6 review the evaluation procedures of either the Office of

7 Education or the National Institute of Education with

8 respect to any applicable program; and

9 " (v) conduct such other audit or investigative pro-

10 cedures as may lie specified in the request.

11 "(2) (A) Upon request

12 " (i) of either the chairman of the Committee on

13 Labor and Public Welfare of the Senate or the chairman

14 of the Committee on Education and Labor of the House

15 of Representatives, or either of their delegates for the

16 purposes of this clause; or

17 "(ii) of either such committee by resolution;

18 the Comptroller shall give an advisory ruling on legality

19 of any expenditure or other activity of either the Office

20 of Education or flue National Institute of Education.

21 " (B) Upon. receipt of a request under paragraph (1) ,

22 the Comptroller, shall notify the Commissioner or the Dire3-

23 tor, as the ease may be, of the request: and such notice shall

'24 act as an injunction with respect to the expenditure or other
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activity which is the subject of the request, until the Comp-

2 troller General makes a ruling on the legality of such expendi-

. 3 tore or other activity.

4 "(b) The Comptroller General shall compile such data

as are necessary to carry out his functions under subsection

(a) and shall report to time Congress at such tittles as lie

7 deems appropriate his findings with respect to such program

8 and his recommendations for such modifications in existing

9 laws, regulations, procedures, and practices as will in his

It) judgment hest serve to carry out effectively and without

duplication the policies set forth in education legislation

relative to such program.

"(c) In order to enable the Comptroller General to

14 carry out his functions under this section, the following

75 sources of funds shall be available to the Comptroller General:

16 " (1) any funds appropriated to the Comptroller

7.7 General to enable him to carry out such of his functions

18 as may be authorized by law;

19. " (2) any funds appropriated pursuant to section

20. 403 (a) to any agency in the Education -Division or to

21 the Assistant Secretary Which were not appropriated

22 .

fOr another purpose;

23 " (3) any' funds made. available by agreement be-

24 tween the Comptroller. General and the National Com-

25 mission on Education Policy Planning and Evaluation.
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1 to assist the Commission in carrying out its functions or

2 by agreement with the Committee nn Education mid

3 Labor of the House of Representatives or the Committee

4 on.Labor.0116 Public Welfare of the Senate.

5 "Subpart 2A ppropri a ti ens

6 "ADVANCE FUNDING

7 "Sic. 441. In order to afford State, local, and Federal

S officials concerned with the availability of Federal financial

9 assistance with applicable programs, appropriations for

10 grants, contracts, or other payments under any applicable

11 program are authorized to be included in the appropriation

12 Act for the fiscal year preceding the fiscal year for which thpy

are available for obligation. In order to effect a transition to

14 this method of timing appropriation action, the preceding

15 sentence shall apply notwithstanding that its initial applica-

16 tion under such program will result in the enactment in the

17 same year (whether in the Same appropriation Act or other-

18 wise) of two separate appropriationS, one for the then cur

19 rent fiscal year and one for the succeeding fiscal year.

"AVAILABILITY 01? APPEOPRIATIONS ON AN ACADEMIC OR

21 .

SCHOOL YEAR BAsrs.

22 "SEC. 442. Appropriations for any fiscal year to carry

23 out any applicable program may, in accordance with regu-

24 rations of the Assistant Secretary, be made available for

25 expenditure by the beneficiaries, ender such program on the



57

riG

basis of an academie or school year basis which differs from

2 the fiscal p_Ar for which such appropriation is made.

3 "cemtvovER OF APPROPRIATED FUNDS

4 "SEc. 443. Notwithstanding any other provision of

5 law, unless

" (1) enacted in express and specific limitation of

7 this section, or.

8 " (2) there is an express limitation in an Act mak-

9 ing appropriations with respect to this section,

10 any funds from appropriations to carry out any applicable

11 program during any fiscal year ending prior to July 1,

12 1977, which are not expended obligated and expended prior

13 to the end of the fiscal year for which such funds are appro-

14 printed shall, at the option of the beneficiaries of such pro-

15 gram, remain, in accordance with regulations of the Assist-

16 ant Secretary, available for obligation and expenditure dur-

17 ing the fiscal year succeeding the fiscal year for which. such

18 funds were appropriated.

19 "AVAILABILITY OF A PPIL 01' MATIONS ; LIMITATIONS

20 THEREON

21 "SEe . 444. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of

22 law, unless enactedin express and specific limitation of the

2 provisions of this-section, funds appropriated for any fiscal.

.,24 year to carry out any, applicable program shall remain avail-
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1 able, in accordance with the applicable statute, for obligation

2 and expenditure until the end of such fiscal year.

3 " (b) There shall be no limitution on the use of funds

4 appropriated to carry out any applicable program other

5 than limitations imposed by the appropriate applicable stat-

6 ute; nor shall any funds appropriated to carry out an appli-

cable program be allotted, apportioned, allocated, or other-

8 wise distributed in any manner or by any method different

9 from that specified or that for which provision' is made in

10 the appropriate applicable statute.

11 "(c) No officer of the United States shall make any

12 expenditure under any applicable program unless such ex-

13 penditure is authorized by an applicable statute.

14 "CONTINGENT EXTENSION OP PROGRAMS

15 "SEC. 445. (a.) Unless the Congress in the regular

16 session which ends prior to the beginning of the terminal

17 fiscal year-

18 " (1) Of the authorization of appropriations for an

19 applicable program; or

20 "(2) of the duration of an applicable program for-

a which there is no express .authorization of appropria-

22 tions;

23 either -

24 " (A) has passed or has formally rejected legi
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lation which would have the effect of extending the

2 authorization or duration (as the case may be) of that
.

program; or

4 " (B) by action of either the House of Represent-

5 ntives or the Senate, approves a resolution stating that

the provisions Of this section shall no longer apply to

7 such program;

8 such authorization or duratien is hereby automatically ex-

9 tended for one additional fiscal year: Provided, That the

10 amount appropriated for such additional year shall hot ex-

11 coed the amount which the Congress could, under the terms

12 of the law for which the appropriation is made, have appro-

priated for such program during such terminal year.

"(b) (1) For the purposes of clause (A) of subsection

. 15 (a) , the Congress shall not have been deemed to have passed

legislation unless such legislation becomes law.

17 " (2) In any case where the Commissioner is required

18 under an applicable statute to carry out certain acts or make

19 certain determinations which are necessary for the emainu-

20 ation of au applicable program, if such acts or determina-

21 Lions are required during the terminal year of such pro-

22 gram, such aets and determinations' shall be required during

23 any fiscal year in which that part of subsection (a) which

24 follows clause (B) thereof is in operation.
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1. "PART CGENERAL RULES FOR THE ADMINISTRATION

2 OF EDUCATION PROGRAMS ix. THE °Mei; t' EnucA-

3 TION

4 "APPLICABILITY

5 Si."c 451. (a) The provisions of this part shall apply

6 to any program for which the Connnissioner has adntinistra-

tive responsibility, its provided by law or by delegation of

S 'authority, in accordance Willi

9 "(b) ( t) For the purposes .of this part--
10 " (A) the term 'applicable program' means any

program to which this part, under the -terms of subsec-

12 Lion (a), is applicable; and

(B) the term 'applicable statute' means (i) the

14 Act, or the title, part, or section of the Act (its the

15 case may be) which authorizes the appropriations for

16 an applicable progrmn, (ii) this part, and (iii) any

17 other statute which, Under its tennis, expressly control.

IS the aministration of an applicable program.

" (2) The Civil Rights Act of 1964 shall (A) not be

20 considered, for the purposes of this part, an applicable

2.1 statute, but. (B) shall be in full force and effect on the basis

22 of the terms of that Act with respect to the administration

23 of any applicable program.

24 "(3 ). No Act making appropriations to carry out an
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1 applicable program shall, for the purposes of part, be-

considered au applicable program.

3 "DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY

4 "SEc. 452. (a) The Commissioner is authorized, except

5 as is provided in section 412 (d), to delegate any of his lane

G under any applicable program, except the making of

7 regulations, to any officer or employee of the Office of

8 Education.

9 " (b) Upon thlaking a delegation pursuant to subsection

10 (a) , the Commissioner shall give notice thereof by publ:i-

11 cation in the Federal Register.

12 " (a) The authority to delegate under subsection (a)

13 shall not include the authority to redelegate delegated

14 functions.

15 "THE USE OF THE SERVICES OF OTHER AGENCIES

"SEC. 453. In administering any applicable program.

17 the Commissioner is authorized to use the services and fa-

18 cilities of any agency or institution in accordance with ap-.

19 proPriate agreements, and to pay for such services and

20 facilities on such terms as may be agreed upon.

21 "RULES: REQUIREMENTS AND ENFORCEMENT

22 SEC. 454. (a.) Rules, regulations, guidelines, or other

23 published interpretations or orders issued by the Office of

24 Education, or by any official of such agencies, in connection

97-457 0 7 13 (111.1) - 5
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1 with, or affecting, the administration of any applicable pro-

2 gram shall contain immediately following each section, or

3 other division of each such rule, regulation, guideline, inter-

4 pretation, or order, citations to the particular section or

5 sections of statutory law or other legal authority upon which

6 such provision is based.

7 " (b) (1) No standard, rule, regulation, or requirement

8 of general applicability prescribed for the administration of

9 any applicable program may take effect until thirty days after

10 it is published in the.Federal Register.

11 " (2) During the thirty -day period prior to the date upon

12 which such a standard, rule, regulation, or general require-

13 went is to be effective, the Commissioner shall offer any in-

14 terested party an opportunity to make comment upon, and

15 take exception to, such standard, rule, regulation, or general

16 requirement and shall reconsider any such standard, rule,

17 regulation, or general requirement upon which comment is

18 made or to which exception is taken.

19 " (3) If the Commissioner determines that the thirty-

20 day requirement, in paragraph (1) will cause undue delay in

21 the implementation of a regulation, thereby causing extreme

22 hardship for the intended beneficiaries of an applicable pro-

23 gram, he shall notify the Committee on Education and Labor

24 of the House of Representatives and the Committee on Labor
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1 and Public Welfare of the Senate. If both such committees

2 adopt resolutions of agreement with the determination of the

3 Commissioner, the Commissioner may waive such require-

4 ment with respect to such regulation.

5 " (c) All such rules, regulations, guidelines, interpreta-

6 tions, or orders shall be uniformly applied and enforced

7 throughout the fifty States.

S "PROGRAM CONSO LI DATION

9 "SEc. 455. (a) (1) Except in the case of a law which-

10 " (A) is an applicable statute, or

11 "(B) is enacted in express and specific limitation

12 of the provisions of this paragraph,

13 no provision of any law shall be construed to authorize the

14 consolidation of any applicable program with any other

15 program.

16 " (2) No provision of any applicable statute shall be

17 construed to authorize the consolidation of any applicable

18 program with any other program unless provision for such

19 a. consolidation is expressly made thereby.

20 " (3) For the purposes of this subsection, the term

21 'consolidation'. means any agreement, arrangement, or any

22 other procedure which results in-

23. " (A) the commingling of funds derived from one

24 appropriation with those derived from another ap-

25 propriation,
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1. "(B) the transfer of funds derived from an ap-

propriation to the use ofan activity not authorized by

the taw authorizing such appropriation,

4 " (0) the use of practices or procedures which

5 have the effect of requiring, or providing for, the ap-

I ; proval of an application for hinds derived from different

7 appropriations according to any criteria other than

those for which provision is made in the law which an-

thorizes the appropriation of such funds, or

"(l)) as a matter of policy, the making of a grant.

or contract involving the use of funds derived from

12 One appropriation dependent upon the receipt of a

grant or contract involving the use of funds. derived

from another appropriation.

15 "(b) No requirement or condition imposed by an appli-

16 cable statute may be waived or modified, unless such it

17 waiver or modification is expressly authorized by such stat-

ute or by a law expressly limiting the applicability of this

19 paragraph.

20 "PAYMENTS

91. "SEc. 456. Payments pursuant to grants or contracts

22 under any applicable program may he made in installments,

23 and in advance or by way of reimbursement, with necessary

24 adjustments on account of overpayments or MI derpayments,

25 as the Commissioner may determine.
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1 "PROHIBITION AGAINST FEDERAL CONTROL OF EDUCATION

2 "SEc. 457. No provision of any applicable statute shall

3 be construed to authorize any department, agency, officer,

4 or employee .of the United States to exercise any direction,

5 supervision, or control over the curriculum, program of in-

6 struction, administration, or personnel of any educational

7 institution, school, or school system, or over the selection, of

8 library resources, textbooks, or other printed or published

9 instructional materials by any educational institution or school

10 system, or to require the assig:.,ment or transportation of

11 students or teachers in order to overcome racial imbalance.

12 "LABOR STANDARDS

13 "SEc. 458. Except for emergency relief under section 7

14 of the Act of September 30, 1950 (Public Law 874, Eighty-

15 first Congress) , all laborers and mechanics employed by con-

16 tractors or subcontractors on all construction and minor re-

17 modeling projects assisted under any applicable program

18 shall be paid wages at rates not less than those prevailing on

.19 similar construction and minor remodeling in the locality as

20 determined by the Secretary of Labor in accordance with

21 the Davis-Bacon Act, as amended (40 U.S.C. 276a-276a-

22 5) . The Secretary of Labor shall have, with respect to the

23 labor standards specified in this section, the authority and

24 functions set forth in Reorganization Plan Numbered 14 of

25 1950 and section 2 of the Act of June 13, 1934, as amended

26 (40 U.S.C. 276c) .
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1 "ADMINISTRATION OF EDUCATION PROGRAMS AND

2 PROJECTS

3 "SEG. 459. (a) (1) Each recipient of funds from a grant

4 or contract under any applicable program shall keep such

5 records as the Commissioner shall prescribe, including rec-

6 ords which fully disclose the amount and disposition by such

7 recipient of the proceeds of such giant, the total cost of the

8 project or undertaking in connection with which such grant

9 or contract is given or used, and the amount of that portion

10 of the cost of the project or undertaking supplied by other

sources, and such other records as will facilitate an effective

12 audit.

13 "(2) The Assistant Secretary and the Comptroller Gen-

eral of the United States, or any of their duly authorized

15 representatives, shall have access for the purpose,of audit and

16 examination to any books, documents, papers, and records of

17. the recipients that are pertinent to the grant or contract re-

18 ceived under any applicable program.

19 " (b) (1) Each State, local educational agency, insti-

26 tution of higher education, and other eligible applicant un-

21 der any applicable program which desires to receive a gnat,

22 or make a contract, or receive other payments, ander any

23 applicable program for any fiscal year, shall submit to, and

21 maintain on file with the Commissioner, a general applica-

25 tion which shall apply for all applica. prog,Tams.
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1 `.` (2) (A ) In the case of any State inal,:ng a general

application under paragraph (I) for a program involving

3 . a State plan for the administration of the program, such

'4,;. general application shall be in the form of a contractual

5, agreement which provides for tte aubndssion by the State

and approval by the Commissioner of an annual program

7 plan with respect to the particular programs in which the

State desires to participate and assurances-

9:

10,

1-1

.12

-13.

that the State will, through a single, State

agency specified by the Cotrunissioner with respect to

. each program, provide for such methods of administra-

tion as are necessary for the proper and efficient ad-

.. ministration. of the programs to which the general' an-

14, plieation 'applies;

15,; "(ii), that the State will make provision for such

fiscal control and fund accounting procedures as may be

-. necessary to assure proper disbursement of, and rte.-

18 counting for, Federal funds paid to the States under

19 any applicable program;

" that the State will make provision for mak-

21. ing such reports as the Commissioner may require to

22. carry out his functions;

23. ".(iv) that the State will follow such policies and

.24, use such methods and practices of administration as
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1 will insure that non-Federal funds will not be sup-

2 planted by Federal funds; and

"(v) the Slate will submit au annuol program plan

meeting the. requirements of subpart,graph (B) .

5 " (B) The annual program 1)11111 submitted by any State

6 for any fiscal year with respect to any program to which this

I paragraph applies shall

" (I) he prepared and administered in a mannerS

9 consistent with specific State plan requirements of the

10 appropriate applicable statutes affecting the program

11 for which the annual program plan is applicable;

12 " set forth ai long-range program plan for the

use of Federal funds under such program;

" (iii) set forth a statement: describing the purposes

for which Federal funds will be expended during the

fiscal- year for which the annual-program plan is sub-

17- milted; and

"(iv) comply in all other respects with the specific

requirements of the appropriate applicable statutes.

20 " (3) In the case of any State, local educational agency,

21 institution of higher education.ond other eligible applicant

22 making a general application under paragraph (1.) for a

2 3 program to which paragraph (2) does not apply, such gen-
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1 .cral application shall be in the form of a contractual agree-

2 meat which provides for-

3 "(A) such forms of administration, fiscal control

4 and accounting procedures, reporting, and maintenance

5 of effort as the Commissioner may require by regulation;

6 " (B) and assurance that the applicant will comply

7 with the requirements of the appropriate applicable

8 statutes.

9 " (c) (1) -Whenever the Commissioner, after reasonable

10 notice and an opportunity for hearing, finds that there has

11 been a failure, by any recipient of. funds under any applicable

12 program, to comply substantially with the terms to which

13 such recipient has agreed in order to receive such funds, the

14 Commissioner shall notify such recipient that further pay-

15 ntents will not .be made to such recipient under that pro-

16 gram until he is satisfied that such recipient no longer

17 fails to comply with such terms. Until the Commissioner

18 is so satisfied, no further payments shall be made to such

19 recipient..

20 "(2) The terms of any application for funds under any

21 applicable program shall constitute a contractual agreement

22 between the Commissioner and the applicant. Such agree-

'. 23 rnent shall be specifically enforceable by the Commissioner in

24 any court of the United States.

25 " (3) If the Commissioner. finds that the enforcement of
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1 paragraph (1) would defeat the purposes of the program

2 involved and that enforcement of the terms to which the

3 applicant agreed under paragraph (2) would more nearly

4 accomplish such purposes, he shall rase the enforcement pro-

5 cedure in paragraph (2) in lieu of withhholding payments

6 under paragraph (1) .

7 " (d) (1) (A) If any State has submitted an application

8 for funds under any -applicable, program under which appro-

9 rations for such program are, by the applicable statute,

10 allotted or apportioned among the States or under which the

11 State (or lOcal educational agencies in that State) is entitled

12 to a portion of an appropriation therefor and the Commis-

13 sinner disapproves Such application, or if the Commissioner.

14 withholds payments to a State under paragraph (1) of sub-

15 section (c), that State shall be entitled to judicial review of

16 the actions of the Commissioner under this paragraph.

17 "(B) (i) If any State, under circumstances qualifying

18 for judicial review under this paragraph, desires judicial re-

19 view of the Commissioner's action, such State may, within

20 sixty days of such action, file with the United States Court of

21 Appeals for the circuit in which such State is located a peti-

22 Hon for review of such action. A copy of the petition shall

23 be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of the court to the

24 Commissioner. The Commissioner thereupon shall file in the

25 court the record of the proceedings on which he based his
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1 action, as provided in section 2112 of title 28. United States

2 Code.

" (ii) The findings of fact by the Commissioner, if sup-

ported by substantial evidence, shall be conclusive; but the

5 court, for good cause shown, may remand the case to the

6 Commissioner to take further evidence, and the Commissioner

7 may thereupon make new or modified findings of fact and

8 may modify his previous action, and shall certify to the court

9- the record of the further proceedings. Such new or modified

10 findings of fact shall-likewise be conclusive if supported by

1.1 substantial evidence.

12 "(iii) The court shall have jurisdiction to affirm the

13 action of the Commissioner or to set it aside, in whole or in

14 part. The judgment of the court shall he subject to review

15 by the Supreme Court of the United States upon certiorari

16 or certifidation as provided in section 1254 of title 28, United

17 States Code.

18 " (2) (A) In the case of any applicable program under

19 which., local educational agencies receive Federal funds

20 through State educational agencies.. actions of . such State

21 agencies with respect to theapproval of applications of local

22 educational agencies and with respect to State administra-

23 tion of such program, shall he subject to administrative re-

24 view by the Commissioner. The Commissioner. shall, by
25

regulation, establish procedures for administrative review
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1 of State educational agency actions to which the preceding

2 sentence applies.

3 " (B) Any local educational agency which is dissatis-

4 fled with an administratiVe review under subparagraph (A)

5 shall qualify for and be entitled to judicial review under sub-

paragraphs (B) of paragraph ( 1 ) in the same manner as if

7 such agency were a State.

8 "(3) Any person or agency who is aggrieved by any

9 action or failure of action by the Commissioner (or by any

10 person or agency acting for the Commissioner,) under any

11 applicable program shall be entitled to an administrative

12 review by the Commissioner of such action or failure of

13 action. The Commissioner shall, by regulation, establish

14 procedures for administrative review in order to carry out

15 the terms of the preceding 'sentence.

16 "AUTHORITY TO VEST TITLE TO EQUIPMENT

17 "SEa. 4G0. The authority of the CommE,-,,Loner to make

18 a grant to or contract with a local educational agency or

19 State educational agency under any applicable program,

20 shall include authority, whenever he determines that it would

21 be in the public interest, to vest title to equipment purchased

22

23

24

with grant or contract funds in such .agency (or waive ac-

countability to the United States for such equipment) with-
.

out further obligation to the Government or on such terms or

25 conditions as the Commissioner deo* appropriate:
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1 ."PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT AND DISSEMINATION.

2 "Sm. 461. In the case of any applicable program in

3 which the Commissioner determines that parental participa-

4 tion at the State or local level would increase the effective

5 ness of the program in achieving its purposes; he shall pro -

mulgate regulations with respect to such program setting

7 forth criteria designed to encourage such participation. If

8 the program for which such determination is made provides

9 for payments to local educational agencies, applications for

n such payments shall-

11. " (1) sot forth such policies and procedures as will

12 insure that programs and -projects assisted under the

13 application have been planned and developed, and will

be operated, in consultation with, and with the involve-.

15 meat of parents of, the children to be served by such

16 programs and projects;

17 " ( 2 ) be submitted with assurance that such par-

ents have had an opportunity to present' their views

19 with respect to the application; and

20 " (3) set forth policies and procedures for adequate

2 of program plans and evaluations to such

22 parents and the public..

23 "USE OF FUNDS WITHHELD FOR FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH

24 OTHER PROVISIONS OF FEDERAL LAW

25 "Sm. 462. At ally time that .the "Commissioner estab-

26 dishes an entitlement, or makes an allotment ar rikantment
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1. to any State, under any applicable program, he shall reduce

2 such entitlement, allotment, or reallotment by such amount

3 as he determines it would have been reduced, had the data

4 on which the entitlement, allotment, or reallotment is based

5 excluded all data relating to local educational agencies. of

6 the State which on the date of the Commissioner's action

7 . are ineligible to receive the Federal financial assistance in-

8 volved because of a failure to comply with title VI of the

9 Civil Bights Act of 1964. Any appropriated funds which

10 will not be paid to a State as a result of the preceding sca-

n tence may be used by the Commissioner for grants to local

12 educational agencies of that State in accordance with section

13 405 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

14 "PART DADvisoRv COUNCILS

15 "DEFINITIONS

16 "SEC. 471. As used in this part, the term -

17 (1) 'advisory council' means any committee,

18 board, commission, council, or other similar group (A)

19 established or organized pursuant to any applicable

20 statute, or (B) established under the authority of sec-

21 tion 474; but such term does not include (i) State

22 advisory councils or commissions established pursuant to

23 any such statute, or (ii) any Commission, Council, or

24 Board established by the express terms of this title;

25 `.` (2) 'statutory advisory council' means an advisory
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1 council established by, or pursuant to, an applicable

2 statute to advise and make recommendations with re-

spect to the administration or improvement of an ap-

4 plicable .program or other related matter;

5 " (3) `nonstatutory advisory council' means an ad-

6 visory council which is (A) established under the au-

7 thority of section 474, or (B) established to advise and

8 make recommendations with respect to the approval of

9 applications for krauts or contracts as required by an

10 applicable statute;

11. ." (4) 'Presidential advisory council' means a statu-

tory advisory council, the members of which are ap-

. pointed by the President.;

14 " (5) 'Secretarial advisory council' means a .statu-

15 tory advisory council, the members of which are ap-

16 by the Secretary: and

17 " (6) 'Commissioner's advisory council' means a

18. statutory adVisory council, the members of which are

19 appointed by the Commissioner.

20 "ADV101ZY COUNCIL ITANAGEMENT

21 "Sm. 472. (a) There is established, within the office

22

23

24

of the Assistant Secretary, an advisory council Management

unit which shall be responsible for providing managerial

guidance to, maintain records for, providing personnel and
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1 assistance (in accordance with section 477 (h) ) to the

budgets of advisory councils.

"(b) The advisory council management unit shall be

4 subject to the general supervision of a management board

5 composed of one person designated by and representing.each

statutory advisory council and one person designated by the

Assistant Seeretary.

"(e) There shall be a director of the advisory council

management unit to whom the management board may

10 delegate its functions under subsection (It). Such director

11 shall be appointed, with the approval of the management

board, by the Assistant Secretary.

13 "(d) The director of the advisory council management

14 unit shall submit, not later than November 1 of each year,

15 to the Assistant Secretary, the budget request of each

it; advisory council toreilter with such recommendations with

.17 respect to such request as the director May determine to be

1.8 appropriate. The director shall also submit lo the Assistant

19 Secretary an estimate of the expenses of the operation of

20 this part. The Assistant Secretary shall transmit to the Com-

21 mittees on Appropriations of the House of Representatives

9`). and the Senate the requests and estimates submittekto him

28 under this. subsection.- The Assistant Secretary may include

21 with the materials transmitted under the preceding sentene
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1 such comments and recommendations as he may deem appro-

`..,2 priate.

3 "APPLICABILITY

4 "SEc. 473. No provision of any Other law which is

5 inconsistent with this part shall apply to this part unless

6 such other law is enacted in specific and express limitation

7 of this section.

8 "AUTHORIZATION FOR NECESSARY ADVISORY COUNCIL

9 "SEC. 474. (a) The Commissioner, with the approval

10 of the Assistant Secretary, is authorized to create, and ap-

point the members of, such advisory councils as he deter-

12 mines in writing to be necessary to advise him with respect

13

14

15

16

17

to
" (1) the organization. of the Office of Education

and its conduct in .the administration of applicable pro-

grams;

" (2) recommendations for legislation regarding edu-

18 cation programs and the means by which the educational

19 needs of the Nation may be met; and

20 " (3) special problems and areas of special interest

21 in education.

22 " (b) Each advisory council created under the authority

23 of subsection (a.) shall terminate not later than one year

24 from the date of its creation unless the Commissioner deter-

25 mines in writing not more than thirty days prior to the

07-57 0 - 73 (Pt, - 6
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1 expiration of such one year that its existence for an addi-

2 tional period, not to exceed one year, is necessary in order

3 to complete the recommendations or reports for which it was

4 created.

5 " (c) The Commissioner shall include in his report

6 submitted pursuant to section 480 a statement on all ad-

7 visory councils created or extended under the authority of

8 this section aid their activities.

9 "MEMBERSHIP AND REPORTS OP STATUTORY ADVISORY

10 COUNCILS

11 "SEC. 47b. Notwithstanding any other provision of law

12 unless expressly iu limitation of the provisions of this sec-

13 tioh, each statutory advisory council-

14 " (1) shall be composed of the number of members

15 .provided by statute who may be appointed, without

16 regard to the provisions of title 5, United States Code,

17 governing appointment in the competitive service, and

18 shall serve for terms of not to exceed three years, which

19 in the case of initial members, shall be staggered; and

20 " (2) shall make an annual report of its activities,

21 findings, and recommendations to the Congress not

22 later than November 1 of each year.

23 The Commissioner shall not serve as a member of any such

24 advisory council.
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1. "COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS OF ADVISORY COUNCILS

2 ':`SEC. 47G. Members of all advisory councils to winch

3 this part is applicable who are not in the regular full -time

4 employ of the United States shall, while attending meetings

5 or conferences of the advisory council or otherwise engaged

6 in the business of the advisory council, be entitled to receive

7 compensation at a rate fixed by the Commissioner, but not

8 exceeding the rate specified at the time of such service for

9 grade GS-18 in section 5332 of. title 5, United States Code,

10 including traveltime, and while so serving on the business

11 of the advisery:,council away from their homes or regular

12 places of business; they may be allowed travel expenses, in-

13 eluding per diem in lieu subsistence, as authorized by'.

14 section 5703 of title 5, United States Code,. for persons

15 employed intermittently in the Government service.

16 "PROFESSIONAL, TECHNICAL, AND CLERICAL STAFF;

17 TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

"SEC. 477. .(a) Presidential advisory councils are au-

19 tu appoint, without regard to the provisions of title 5

20 United States Code, governing appointments in the eompeti-

21 tive service, or otberwil obtain the services of, such profes-
-.

22 sional, technical, and clerical Personnel as may be necessary

23 to enable them to carry out their functions, fzs prescribed by

law..24
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".(h) The Assisimit secretary shall engage such peNou-

2 nel and technical assistance as may be required ki permit

3 Secretarial and Commissioner's advisory councils to tarry out

4 their function as prescribed by law.

5 "(c) Subject, to regulations of the Assistant Secretary,

6 'Presidential advisory councils are authorized to procure tem-

7 porary and intermittent services of such personnel as are

8 necessary to the extent authorized by section 310 of title, 5.

9 United States'Code, but at rates not to exceed the tate speei-

10 lied at the time of such service for grade OS-18 in section

11 5332 of snob title.

12 "MEETINGS OF ADVISORY COUNCILS

"SEC. 478. (a) Each statutory advisory council shall

14 -meet at the call:of the chairman thereof but not less than two

15 times each year. Nonstatutory advisory councils.shall meet

16 in accordance with regulations promulgated 'by the Com:-

.17 missioner with the approval of the Assistant Secretary.

18 " (b) Minutes of each meeting of each advisory council

. 19 ,shall be-kept and shall contain a. record of the persons pres-

s 20 cut. 'a description of matters discussed and conclusions

21 reached, and ,copies of all reports received, issued, or ap-

22 proved by the adviSory council. The accuracy of all minutes

23 shall hi-certified to by the chairman of the advisory council.
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1. "AUDITING AND REVIEW or ADVISORY COUNCIL

2 ACTIVITIES

3 "SEe. 479. (a) Each statutory advisory council shall

4 be subject to such general regulations as the Assistant Seem-

5 tary may promulgate respecting the governance of statutory

6 advisory councils and shallikeep such records of its activities

7 as will fully disclosed the disposition of any funds which may
J

8 be at its disposal and the nature and extent of its. activities

9 in carrying out its functions.

10 " (b) The Comptroller General of the United States, or

any of his duly authorized representatives, shall have access,

12 for the purpose of audit and examination, to any books, docu-

13 meats, papers, and records of cacti statutory advisory

14 council.

15 "REPORT .BY_. THE COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION

16 "SEC. 1:80. (a) Not later than November 1 of each__

17 year, the Assistant Secretary shall subMit a. report on the

18 activities of the advisory councils which are subject to this

. 19 part to the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare of the

20 .Sent'ite and the Committee on Education and Labnr of the

21 House. of Representatives. Such report shall contain, at least,

22 a list of all such advisory councils, the 'names and affiliations

23 of their members, a description of the function of each ad-

24 council, and a statement of the dates of the meetings

25 of each such a.dvisonicoimcil',
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1 " (b) If the Commissioner determines that a statu-

2 tory advisory council is not needed or that the functions of

3 two or more statutory advisory conncils should be com-

4 he shall include in the report a recommendation that

5 such advisory council be abolished or that such functions

6 be combined. Unless there is an objection to such action

7 by either the Senate or the House of Representatives with-

8 in ninety days after the submission of such report, the

9 Commissioner is authorized' to abolish such advisory coun-

10 cil or combine the functions of two or more advisory coun-

11 cils as recommended it such report.

12 "PART E-AUTRORITY OF THE ASSISTANT SEJR1TARY

13 FOR EDUCATION

14 "THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY'S ANNUAL REPORT

15 "F,:lx). 481. (a) The Assistant Secretary shall prepare

16 and publish an annual report'which, basad on data and other

17 information available to him from evaluations undertaken

18 pursuant to applicable statutes and from the agencies in the

19 Education Division,. includes-

20 " (1) a statement on the condition uf education in

21 the Nation;

22 " (2) a report on developments in the a.dministra

23 tion, use, and effect of applicable programs; and

24 " (3) the activities of the Office of-Education, tlat
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National Institute of Education, and the National .Cen-

ter for Education Statistics.

"(b) The report required by subsection -(a) shall in-

4 elude annual reports of the Commissioner, the Director of the

5 National Institute of Education, and the Director of the

6 National Center for Education Statistics.

7 "_(c). The report required by subsection (a) shall. be

8 --submitted to the Congress not later than.December 1, of each

9 year; and thereafter such report shall be generally .made

10 available to State and local educational agencies, and insti-

ll tutions of higher education, free of charge.

12 "com,BurroN AND DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION

13 "SEC. 482. (a) The Assistant Secretary shall-

1.4 ," (1) prepare and disseminate to State and local

15 educational agencies and institutions infOrmation' con-

16 applicable programs and coeperate with ether

17 Federal officials who administer programs affecting

18 education in disseminating information concerning such

19 programs;

20 "(2) inform the public on federally supported

21 education programs; and

22 " (3) . in connection with his authority under section

23 432, collect (10.11 and information on applicable programs

24 for the purpose 'of obtaining objective measaretnetit

r
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3. of the effectiveness of such programs in achieving their

2 purposes.

/-7NZ " (c) The Assistant Secretary is authorized to enter

4 into contracts with public and private agencies, institutions,

5 organizations, associations, and with individuals to carry

6 out his functions under this section.

7 ".`CATALOG OF FEDERAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

8 "SEc. 483. The Assistant Secretary shall prepare and

.9 make available. in such form as he deems appropriate a cata-.

10 log of all Federal education assistance programs whether or

11 not such programs are administered by agencies in the.Edu-

.12 cation Division. The catalog shall-

13 " (1) identify each such program, and include the

14 name of the,program, the authorizing statute, the specific

15 Federal administering officials, and a .brief description

16 of such program;

17 " (2) set forth the availability of benefits and ell-

18 gibility restrictions in each such program;
-

19 " (3) set forth the budget requests for each such

20 program, past 'appropriations, obligations incurred, and

21' pertinent financial information indicating (A) the size

22 of each such program for selected -fiscal years, and (B)

23 any funds remaining available;

24 "(4) set forth pierequisities, including the cost to
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1 the recipient of receiving assistance under each such

2 program, and any duties required of the recipient after

3 receiving benefits;

4 " (5) identity appropriate officials, in Washington,

5 District of Columbia, as well as in each State and locality

6 (if applicable) , to whom application or reference for

7 information for each such program may be made;

8 "(6) set forth the application procedures;

9 " (7) contain a detailed index designed to assist the

10 potential beneficiary in identifying all education assist-

11 ante programs related to /I particular need or category

12 of potential beneficiaries;

.13 1 " (8) contain such other program information and

14 data as the Assistant Secretary deems necessary or de-

15 sirable in order to assist the potential program benefici-

16 ary to understand and take advantage of each Federal

1'7 education- assistance program; and

18 " (9) be transmitted to Congress with the Assistant

19 Secretary!s annual report.

20 "TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

21 "SEC. 484. (a) For the purpose of carrying out more

22 effectively Federal education programs, the Assistant Secre.-

23 is authorized, upon request, to provide advice, counsel,

24 and technical assistance to State educational agencies, insti-

25 talons of higher education, and, with the approval of the
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1. appropriate State educational agency, elementary and sec-

2 ondary schools-

3 " (1) in determining benefits available to them un-

4 der Federal law;

5 " (2) in preparing applications for, and meeting re-

6 quirements of applicable programs;

7 " (3) in order to enhance the quality, increase the

8 depth, or broaden the scope of activities under applica7.

9 ble programs; and

10 " (4) in order to encourage, simplification of aprli-1.

11 cations, reports, evaluations, and other administrative

12 procedUres.".

13 (b) (1) The Higher Education Act of 1965 is

14 amended by striki;:g out that part thereof which appears

15 between sections 1203 and 1205 and inserting in lieu thereof

16 the following:

17 "FUND FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF. POSTSECONDARY

18 "SEC, 1204. (a) There is established in the Treasury

19 a separate fund for the improvement of postsecondary educa-

20 tio.. jhereafter in this section referred to as the 'fund') which

21 shall, in accordance with the provisions of .'. : section, be

available to the Assistant Secretary,. without fiscal year

23 limitation, as a fund for the purpose of making grants to, and

94 contracts with, institutions of higher education to improve
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1 postsecondary educational 'opportunities by 'enabling such

2 institutions to-

3 " (1) encourage the reform, innovation, and i-

4 provement of postsecondary education, and provide equal

5 educational opportunity for all;

6 " (2) create institutions and programs involving

7 new paths to career and professional training, and new

8 combinations of academic and experimental learning;

9 ".(3) establish institutions and programs based on

the technology of communications;

11 " (4) carry out in postsecondary educational institu-

12 Lions changes in internal structure and operations (10.-

13 sighed to clarify institutional 'priorities and purposes;

14 " (5)- design and introduce Cost-effective methods

15 of instruction and operation;

16 " (6) introduce institutional reforms designed to

17 expand individual opportunities for entering and reenter-

18 ing institutions uld purstting programs of study tailored

19 to individual needs; .

20 "(7) introduce reforms in graduate education; in
91- the structure of academic professions, and in the recruit-

a2
.ment and retention of faculties; and

23 "(8) create nos institutions and programs for

examining and awarding credentials to individuals, and
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1 the introductior, of reforms in current institutional prae-

2 tices related thereto.

"(b) No grant shall be made or contract entered into

4 under subsection (a) for a project or program with any.

,5 institution of higher education unless it has been submitted

6 to each appropriate State Commission established under sec -

7 tion 1202, and an opportunity afforded such State Commis-

8 slim, to submit its comments and recommendations to the

9 Assistant Secretary.

10 " (c) The Assistant Secretary is anthorized and di-

11 reefed to 'delegate his functions under this section. to the

12 National- Institute of Education. The National' Institute of

13 Education is hereby authorized, notwithstanding the terms of

the second sentence of section 413 (b) (1) of the General

15 Education Provisions Act, to be the delegate of tire- Assist-

16 ant Secretary for the purposes of this section.

17 " (d) (1) During the period beginning July 1, 1573,

18 and ending June 30, 1977, there is authorized to be appro-

19 printed, in the aggregate $20,000,000: Provided, That no

20 funds shall be nppropriatcd pursuant to this paragraph for

21 any fiscal year Unless, prior to the beginning of such fiscal

22 year or prior to the date on which the Committee on

23 ApprOpriations of the HouSe of Representatives orders to 'he

.24 reported a. measure making appropriations for the purposes
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1 of this section, whichever occurs first, the Committees on

2 Appropriations of the House of Representatives and the

3 Semite have received a resolution approved by the Corn-

4 miltec on Education and Labor of the House of Representa-

5 tivcs and by the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare of

6 the Senate describing the projects, to be funded under suet

7 appropriation in such form, and manner as such committees

8 may agree upon.

9 " (2) Funds appropriated pursuant to paragraph (1)

10 shall be deposited in the fluid and shall remain available

11 for obligation and expenditure until expended.".

12 (2) Section 1201 of such Act is amended by adding

13 at the end thereof the following:

14 "(m) The term 'Assistant Secretary' means the

15. Assistant Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare for

16 Education as authorized by section 411 (c) of the 0:--neral

Education Provisions Act.".

18 (c) (1) (A) The Act of July 26, 1954 (Public Law

19 531, Eighty-third Congress) is amended by striking oat all

20 after the enacting clause and inserting in lieu thereof -the

21 following: "That this Act may be cited as the 'Special

22 Projects Act'.

23. "PURPOSE

24 '..."SEC. 2. It is the purpose of this Act to authorize the

25 Commissioner of Education ;(hereinafter referred to' as the

26 'Commissioner') to:carry out special projects
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1 " (1) to experiment with new educational methods,

2 techniques, and practices;

3 " (9) to meet special or unique education needs or

4 problems; and

5 " (3) to place special emphasis on national educa-

6 tion priorities.

7 "CONTRACTING AUTHORITY

8 "SEC. 3. The Commissioner is authorized, during the pe-

9 riod beginning July11. 1973, and ending June 30, 1976, to

io make contracts with public and private agencies, organiza-

ii tions, associations, institutions, and with individuals in order

12 to carry out the purposes of this Act as set forth in see-

tion 2.

14 '`APPROPRIATIONS

15 . ."SEc. 4. (a) (1) In order to enable the Commissioner

16 to make contracts under section 3, there is hereby authorized,

17 subject to subsection (b) , to be appropriated to thr Office

1.3 of Education $100,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June

19 30, 1974, and each of the four succeeding fiscal years, ex-

20 cept that the aggregate of. the sums appropriated pursuant

21 to this section for fiscal years beginning after June 30, 1972,.

22 and ending prior to July 1, 1977, shall not exceed

23 $200,000,000.

24 "(2) SuMs appropriated pursuant to. paragraph (1)

25 shall, notwithstanding any other provision of law, unless
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1 enacted in express limitation of this paragraph; remain

2 available until expended.

3 " (b) No funds may be appropriated pursuant to this

4 section for any fiscal year unless, prior to the beginning of

5 such fiscal year, or prior to the date the Committee on Ap-

6 propriations of the House of Representatives orders to be

7 reported a measure making general appropriations for the

8 Office of Education, for such fiscal year, whichever is earlier,

9 the Committees on Appropriations of the House of Repre-

10 sentatives and the Senate have received a resolution ap-

11 'moved by the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare of

12 the Senate and the Committee on Education and Labor of

13 the House of Representatives of such committees specifi-

14 cally recommending individually an appropriation for each

15 contract to be made with funds so appropriated.

16 -`- `SPECIAL SURVEYS AND STUDIES

17 "SEC. 5. The Commissioner shall conduct special sum-

18 veys and studies in the field of education upon request,

19 by resolution, of the Committee on Education and Labor of

20 the House of Representatives or the Committee on Labor

21 and Public 'Welfare of the Senate.".

22 (B) The title of such Act of.,Tuly 24, 1954, is amended

23 to read as follows "An Act to authorize special projects,

24 surveys, and studieS by the Office of Education. ".
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1 (C.) The amendments made by this subsection shall be

2 effective on and after July 1, 1973.

3 (2) (A) Title III of the Elementary and &manly

4 Education Act 1905 is amended-

5 (1) by striking out section 305 (d) ;

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

(ii) by striking out section 306; .

(iii) by striking out section 307 (e) ; and

(iv) in the first sentence of section 301 (b) by

adding before the period at the end thereof the fol-

lowing: "and $508,250,000 for each of the succeeding

fiscal years ending prior to July 1, 1978 ".

(B) The amendments made by subparagraph (1)

shall be effective July 1,1.973, and shall be deemed to be

enacted on June 30, 1973.

(3) -(A) Title V of the llighe,r Education Act of 1965

(the Education Professions Development Act) is amended

) by striking out part D;

(ii) by striking out that part of section 501 (b)

which precedes clause (1) and inserting in lieu. thereof

the following:

" (b) 'For the purpose of carrying out this title, there

are authorized to be appropriated $200,000,000 for the

fiscal year ending June 30, 1973,- and $250,000,000 for

the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and $300,000,000
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1 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975: Provided, That

2 of the amount so appropriated for any fiscal year"

3 (iii) in clause (7) of such section, by striking out

4 "or part?? "; and

5 (iv) by striking out clause (4) of such section

6 and redesignating clauses (5), (6), and (7), and all

7 references thereto, as clauses (4) , (5) , and (6) ,

8 respectively.

9 (d) (1) Except as otherwise provided in this subsec-

10 tion, the amendments made by this section shall be d-

11 fective on the date of enactment of this Act, or on July 1,

12 1973, whichever is earlier.

13 (2) The Assistant Secretary, of Health, Education,

14 and Welfare for Education, the Commissioner of Education,

15 and the Director of the National Institute of Education are

16 authorized, during the sixty-day period beginning on the date

17 of enactment of this Act, to take such actions as are necessary

18 to effectuate such amendments.

19 (3) The Assistant Secretary of Health, Education,

20 and Welfare provided for in section 411 of the General

21. Education Provisions Act, as amended by this section, shall

22 be deemed to be a continuation of such an Assistant Secretary

23 provided for in section 402 of such Act prior to such amend-

24 ments.

25 (4) The Office of Education and the Commissioner of
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Education provided for in section 412 of the General Educa-

tion Provisions Act, as amended by this section, shall be

deemed to be a continuation of such Office and Commissioner

provided for in such Act prior to such amendment.

(5) The National Institute of Education provided for

in section 413 of the General Education Provisions Act, as

amended by this section, shall be deemed to be a continuation

of the National Institute of Education provided for in such

Act prior to such amendment.

(6) (Al All functions of the Commissioner of Education

which, prior to the enactment of this Act, related to the col-

lection, analysis, and dissemination of statistics and reports

on the condition of education in the Nation are hereby trans-

ferred to the National Center for Education Statistics, estab-

lished under section 414 of the General Education Provi-

sions Act, as amended by this section.

(B) (1) All functions of the Commissioner of Educa-

tion related to research in the field of edikcation and dissemi-

nation of research findings are hereby transferred to the.

National Institute of Education. In the case of any provision

of statute which vests education research authority in the

Commis. ,.ter of Education, such provision shall be deemed

to refer to the Director of the National Institute of Education.

The Commissioner and the Director shall make arrangements

for the transfer of any appropriation to the Office of .Educa-
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1 Lion under such authority to the National Institute of

2 Education.

3 (ii) The provisions of division (i) shall have effect,

4 notwithstanding the limitation set forth in the second sentence

5 of section 413 (b) (1) of the General Education Provisions

6 Act.

7 (C) The authority of the Commissioner of Education

8 under section 427 of the General Education Provisions Act

9 prior to the enactment of this Act, together with all funds,

10 deposited in any account under such section, is hereby trans-

it to the National Center for Education Statistics.

12 (1)) The authority of the Commissioner of Education

13 under sections 422, 423, and 424 of the General Education

14 Provisions Act prior to the enactment of this Act is hereby

15 transferred to the Assistant Secretary of Health, Education,

16 and Welfare for Education under the authority of sections

17 481, 482, 483, and 484 of the General Education Provisions

18 Act as amended by this section.

19 (E) Executive Order No. 1118 (October 16, 1964, 29

20 F.R. 14399) relating to coordination of Federal education

21 programs and all amendments to such Executive Order, hay-

22 ing been superseded by section 415 of the General Education.

23 Provisions Act as amended by this Act, is hereby repealed.

24 (e) The following provisions of law are hereby repealed:

25 (1) Sections .146 and 147 of title I of the Ele-

26 mentary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.



1

5

7

S

9

10

111

12

13

14

15

10

17

is

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

96

95

(2) Sections 203 (b) (I), (6), and (7) ; 206(b) ;

207; 305 (b) (2), (10), and (11), (e) (2) and .(3) ;

(1) ; 307 (d) ; 504 (b) , (e), and (d) 524 (b) ;

533 (b) (3) ; 551 (b) ; 552; 705(a), (4), (5), and

(6) ; 707 (b) ; and 801 '(b) (c), (d), (e), (f), (g),

(b), (1), (3), (k), and (1) of the Elementary and

Secondary Education Act of 1065.

(3) Sections 401 (b) ; 402 (c) ; 303 (3), (7), (8),

(12), (14), and (15) of the Act of September, 30,

1950 (Public Law 874, Eighty-first Congress) .

(4) Paragraphs (3), (4), (11), (12), and (13)

of section 15 of the Act.of September 23, 1950 (Public

W 815, Eighty-first Congress) .

(5) The table of contents of, and sections 103 (a),

(d), (e), (g), (h), (3), (k), (1), (m), (n), and

(o) ; 1004; 1005;- 1006; 1007; and 1009 of the Na-

tional Defense. Education Act of 1958.

(6) Sections 105 (a) (4), (5), and (6) ; 108 (b) ;

109; 202. (2) and (3) 304 (c) (1) (B), (D), and

(E) ; 520 (a) (1) , (6), (7), and (8) ; 520B (b) ;

5200; 603 (5).; 607 (b) ; 608; 708 (a) (2) and (b) ;

782 (2) and (10) ; 1058 (b) ; and 1201 (b) , (c) , (d)

(c) , (g) , (h) , (i) , (k) , and (1) of the Higher Educa-

tion Act of 1965.

(7) Sections 108 (4), (6), (7), and (9) ; and
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123 (a) (11), (12), (13), (14), and (17), (c), and

2 (d) of the Vocational Education Act of 1963.

3 (8) Sections 3 (2) and (7) ; 6 (b) (1), (2),

4 and (3), and (e) of the Library Services and Construe-

5 tion Act.

6 (9) Sections 303 (e) , (g) , and (i) ; 306 (a) (2),

7 (6) , and (7) ; 308; and $11 (the second sentence only)

8 of the Adult Education Act.

9 (10) Sections 602 (4), (5), (6), (7), (8), (9),

10 (10), (11), (12), and (14) ; and 603. (c) and (d)

11 of the Education of the Handicapped Act.

12 (11) Section 3 (b) (3) (A) (iv) , (v) , and (vi) ;

13 and the first sentence of section 6 of the Environmental

14 Education Act.

15 (12) Sections 3 (d) (1) (C) and (D) ; 6; and (7)

16 of the Drug Abuse Education Act of 1970..

17 TITLE VIII=FINANCING ELEMENTARY AND

18 SECONDARY EDUCATION

19 AMENDMENT TO THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDU-

20 CATION ACT OF 1965 RELATES-0 TO THE FINANCING

21 OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS

22 SEC. 801. (a) The Elementary and Secondary Eduea-

23 tion Act of 1965 is amended by striking out title IV thereof

24 and inserting in lieu thereof the following:
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i "TITLE IVGENERAL ASSISTANCE FOR

2 EDUCATIONAL PURPOSES

3

4

"PART .AASSTSTANCE TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL

AGENCIES

"FINDING AND PURPOSE

6 "SEC. 401. (a) The Congress finds that, while the pri-

7 mary responsibility for providing elementary and secondary

8 education rests with the States, the Federal Government has

9 an obligation to assist the. States in making available to all

10 children an education of high quality.

" (b) It is therefore the purpose of this part to provide

32 financial assistance to the States and to local educational

13 agencies to assure that their resources when supplemented by

14 this Federal assistance will be adequate to provide to all

15 children an elementary and secondary education of high

16 quality.

17 "GENERAL EDUCATION GRANTS TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL

18 AGENCIES

19 . "SEC. 403. (a) (1) Each local educational agency shall

20 be entitled to a general education grant for each fiscal year

21 during the period beginning July '1, 1975, and ending

22 June 30, 1977, in an amount computed pursuant to para-

93 graph (2)

24 "(2) (A) The amount of the basic grant to which a
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1 local educational agency is any State is entitled shall be

2 equal to the sum of-

3 " (i) $100 for every child in average daily mem-

4_ bership iu .elementary and secondary schools in the

5 school district of such agency, and

(i " $25 for each child determined for the pur-

1 poses of this clause with respect to such agency under

8 subparagraph (13) .

9 " (13) (I) The number of children to be determined for

10 the purpose of clause (ii) of subparagraph (A) with re-

11 to any ,local educational agency shall be- either-

12 "(I). if the Commissioner determines that satis-

1.3 factory data for the purposes of this subparagraph (B)

14 are available, the number of children who are aged
15 five to seventeen, inclusive, in the school district of such

agency and who are-

17 " (a) ill families having an animal income of

18 less than $4,000, or

1.9 "(P) in families having an annual income in
90 excess of $4,000 from payments under the pro -

21 of aid to families with dependent children
22 under a State plan approved under title IV of the
23 Social Security Act; or
24 " (II) in any other case, the number of children
25 described in clauses (I) (a) and (I) (13) in the

26 county or counties in which the school district of the

ZV



100

99

1 agency is located, in which case the terms of division

2 (ii) (I) shall apply.

3 " (ii) (I) In any case where the amount of a general

4 education grant for a local educational agency is deter-

5 mined under clause (II) of division (I), the number of

children determined in a county or counties shall be allo-

7 catcd, under regulations of the appropriate State dun-

8 tional agency (which regulations shall be consistent with

9 criteria established for the purpose of this subdivision by

10 the Commissioner) among the local educational agencies of

11 the county or counties, as the case may he, on an evitable

12 basis.

13 "(II) In the case of local educational agencies which

14 serve in all or. in part the same geographical area, and in

15 the case of a local educational agency which provides free

16 public education for a substantial number of children who

17 reside hi the school district of another local educational

18 agency, the appropriate State educational agency may, in

19 accordance with regulations of the Commissioner, allocate

20 the number of children determined under division (1) in

21 such manner as wil! accomplish the purposes of such

22 division.

23 " (I) For the purposes of this subsection-

21 " (u) the Commissioner shall determine the number

25 of children described in clause (I) (a) of division (i) on
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the basis of the most recent satisfactory data available to

9 him from the Department of Commerce; and

3 " (fl) the Commissioner shall determine the number

4 of children described in clause (I) (ii) on the basis of

5 caseload data available to him from the Secretary of

6 Ilealth, Education, and Welfare.

7 " For the purposes of clause (a) of subdivision

8 (I) , the Commissioner is authorized and directed to enter

9 into agreements with the Secretary of Commerce for the mi-

n) duct of a special census not less frequently than one time

during any four -year period. Funds appropriated to the Office

12 of Education pursuant to section 403 of the General Educa-

tion Provisions Act shall be available to reimburse the Sec-

14 rotary of Commerce for his expenses in carrying out any

15 agreement entered into under this subdivision,

16 " (C) For the purposes of this paragraph, the term

17 'State' shall not include Puerto Rico, Guam, American

18 Samoa, the Virgin Islands, or the Trust Territory of the

19 Pacific' Islands.

20 " (b) In addition to the amounts appropriated for gen-

21 eral education grants for local educational agencies in the

'22 States under subsection (b) for any fiscal year, there is au-

23 thorized to be appropriated for any fiscal year ending prior

24 to July 1, 1980, an amount equal to 2 per centum of such

25 amounts for that fiscal year for making general education

26 grants to local educational agencies in Puerto Rico, Guam,
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American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and the Trust Ter-

2 ritory of the Pacific Islands which shall he allocated and

3 paid to such agencies by the Commissioner under the terms

4 of this title in accordance with their respective needs for

5 assistance under this section.

"APPLICATIONS FOR BASIC GRANTS

7 "SEC. 403. (a) (1) Any local educational agency which

8 desires to receive for any fiscal year the general education

9 grant to which it is entitled under section 402 must submit

10 to the appropriate State educational agency an application

11 which contains-

12 " (A) a statement of an assessment of the cdttca-

13 tional nee& of the children enrolled in the schools of

14 such agency-and its plans for meeting those needs with

15 funds provided under this title;

16 "(B)' in the case of an application for any fiscal

year beginning after July 1, 1976, an evaluation of the

18 effectiveness, including objective measurements of edu-

19 cational achievement, of programs funded in the preced-

20 ing fiscal year from funds provided under this title and

21 from other Federal sources in meeting these needs;

22 " (C) such other information as the State educa-

23 tional agency and the Commissioner may reasonably

24 requir6 to enable such agency or the Commissioner, as

25 the case may be, to perform their functions under this

26 title;
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1 " (1)) an assurance that the agency will (inn*

2 with the requirements of paragraph (2) ; and

3. " (E) assurances that Federal funds made available

4 under this title will be so used as. to supplement and, to

5 the extent possible, increase the level of funds that

6 would, in the absence of such Federal funds, be made

7 available from non - Federal sources for the education of

8 pupils participating in programs assisted under this title.

9 " (2) (A) Each local educational agency small, for the

10 benefit of children hi the school district of such agency who

11 are enrolled in private nonprofit elementary and secondary

12 schools, provide, to the extent consistent with the number

13 of such children, secular, neutral, or nonideological eduen-

14 services, materials, and equipment. The amount ex-

15 pended by the local educational agency inthr the preceding

16 sentence shall be at least equal to the amount received by

17 such agency on the basis of the number of children hi such

18 private nonprofit schools under clause (i) of section 402

(a) (2) (A).

20 ,"(B) The provision if services under subparagraph

21 (A) shall be provided by ettiployees of the local educational

22 agency under an agreement with the private school, or, if

23 such agency, under the laws of the State, cannot so provide

24 such services, then such services shall be provided under a

25 contract of the local educational agency with a public or
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1 private nonprofit agency which is independent of any reli-

2 gime: (organization. Services made av,oilable under snlopara-

3 graph (A) shall be muter the supervision and conts'ol of a

4 public agency.

" ((') The control of funds under this title and all serv-

ti ices and equipment obtained with suet' funds remain under

7 public supervision and enutrol at all times.

8 " () The Slate cheational agency shall not Ihmlly dis-

9 approve any applicatbm for funds under this title without first

10 affording the Iowal ednottional agency making such appliea-

1 1. tion reasottahle notice and an opportunity far a hearing. The

12 terms of an application approved under this seethat shall be

13 considered a contract, to which the United States shall be

14 deemed a party-in-interest, and such contract 5111111 be spe-

15 citieally enforceable in the appropriate Federal District Court

18 by the State educational agency approving the application

17 and by the Commissioner,

18 "'STATE PARTic I PAT ON

19 "Si'. 404. (a) Any State which desires that the 10(111

20 educational agencies of that State receive general education

21 grants under this title shall submit through its State educa-

22 tional agency an application therefor at such time or times,

23 in such form, and containing such information as the Com-

24 raissioner may reasonably require by regulation. Such appli-

25 onion shall be submitted to the Commissioner and shall
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1 et forth such politics, practices, procedures, and assurances

2 as will insure that-

3 " (1) except for payments made under subsection

4 (c), payments made to the State under this title will

5 be used by local educational agencie in that State for

education programs approved under applications sub-

ted and approved under suction 403

8 "(2) the State educational agency will make to

9 the Commissioner such reports as will enable the Coin -

1.0 missioner to evaluate-the effectiveness of funds paid to

1.1 the State in improving the quality of education in the

12 State.

1:; " (b) (1) The Commissioner shall approve an applica-

lion submitted under subsection (a) it it meets the require-

15 meats of such subsection; and he shall not finally disapprove

16 any such application without first afTording the State educa-

17 tional agency submitting such application with reasonable

18 notice and an opportunity for a 11;..kring.

19 "(2) Upon approval of an application from tiny State

20 under this section for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976,

21 the Commissioner shall notify the Secretary of the Treasury

22 of that State's eligibility under this title. Upon receipt of

23 such notice, the Secretary of the Treasury is directed to may

24 out of the general funds in the Treasury to each individual

25 within such State applying for relief an amount equal to the
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1 amount by which the real property taxes or rent constituting

real property taxes upon that individual's homestead for the

3 taxable Year 1975 exceeds 5 per centnm of that individ-

4 income for that year. The :1,,.3retary of the Treasury

5 shall prescribe such regulations as may he necessary to dike-

6 butte the provisions of this paragraph.

7 " (c) Each State which has an application approved

8 under this section for any fiscal year ending prior to July 1,

9 1977, shall be entitled to reimbursement for the amount it

10 expended during that fiscal year for the proper and efficient

11 performance of its duties under this section, except that the

12 maximum amount of any State's entitlement shall not

13 exceed

" (1) 1 per Ceuttun of the aggregate to the total

payments paid to the State on behalf of local educa-

tional agencies in that State for general education grants

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24 year,

for that year; or

" (2) $150,000 ($25,000 in the case of Puerto

Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and

the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islaods), whichever

is greater.

"PAYMENTS

"SIT. 405. (a) (1) The Commissioner shall, each fiscal

25

pay to each State, on behalf of the local educational

agencies in that State, the -amount to which such local
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t educational agencies are entitled for that fiscal year .under

2 this title.

' "(2) From the funds paid to it under paragraph (1) ,

4 each State educational agency shall, in accordance with

5 regulations of the Commissioner, make payments to each

G local educational agency in that State which :has had an

7 application approved under section 403. The amount of the

8 payment for any fiscal year for any local educational agency

9 shall be the amount approved in its application therefor,

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23 title for that fiscal year shall be ratably reduced until such

24 aggregate doeS not exceed such limitation.

except that such payment shall not exceed the amount to

which it is entitled for that fiscal year.

"(3) (A) The total of the payments made under this

subsection to any State for any fiscal year shall not exceed

an amount equal to 10 per ceutum of the aggregate of the

Current expenditures for free public education of the State

and the local educational agencies in that State for the pre-

ceding fiscal year.

"(B)' If the aggregate of the amounts to which all

IONA educational agencies in a State are entitled unuer this

title for any fiscal year exceed the limitation set forth in

subparagraph (A) with respect to that State, the amount-

to which each ..oval educational agency is entitled under this-

95
"(b) The Commissioner, inaccordance with, and under
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the terms. of, regulations promulgated for the purposes of

2 section 405 (c) and this subsection, pay to each State edu-

cational agency the amount to which- it is entitled under

4 section 405 (c).

"PART iiEQ1TA1,1ZAT ION GRANTS TO T1114 STATES

6 "FINDiNns AND -PuurosE

7 "Sm. 421. (a) The Congress finds that the Federal

8 Government has an obligation to assist.the States in equaliz-

9 ing the resources available within the States so that an op-

10 portunity to obtain an education appropriate to individual

11 need will be available to all children regardless of their place

12 of residence within the States.

13 " (b) It is thefefore the purpose of this part to provide

14 financial assistance to the States to assist them in equalizing

15 educational opportunity.

10 "PAYMENTS TO STATES

17 "SEC.-422. (a) During The -period beginning July 1,

18 1970,' and ending .Tune 30, 1977, each State which meets

19 the requirements of subsection (e) shall be entitled to apay-.

20 ment, in an amount determined under subsection (b), for

21 each fiscal year.

22 " (b) (1) Tlte amount of the payment to each State for

23 any fiscal year shall be equal to the State's Federal per-

94 centage (determined for that year in accordance with para.-.

25 graph (2) ) of the amount. that State pays to local ednca-
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1 tional agencies in the form of State financial assistance to

2 local educational agencies for free public education.

3 " (2) (A) For the purposes of paragraph (1), the Fed-

4 oral percentage with respect to any State for any fiscal year

5 be the percentage expressed by multiplying (i) that

6 State's weighted per-pupil- income factor for the preceding

7 fiscal year .by (ii) 0.10, except that the Federal 'percentage

8. for no State shall be greater than 12 per centum nor less

9 than 8 per centum.

10 " (B) For the purposes of subparagraph (A), a State's

11 weighted per-pupil income factor shall be the quotient oh-

12 tamed by dividing (i) the national weighted per-pupil in-

13 come by (ii) the weighted per-pupil income in the State.

14 "(C) For the purposes of subparagraph (B), the

is weighted per-ptipil income of a State or of all the States, shall

16 be the quotient obtained by dividing (i) the total personal

17 and corporate income of the State or of all the States, as the

18 ease may be, by (ii) the number. of weighted pupils in the

19 State or in all of the States, as the case may be.

20 " (D) (i) The number of weighted pupils in a State

21 shall be equal to the number of children in average daily_

22 membership in the schools of all.the local educational agen-

23 des of that State, plus

" (1) 20 per centum of the number of such children

25 in grades, seven through nine in such schools; and

97-957 0 - 73 (Pt, 1) - 8
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1 " (II) 40 per centum of the number of such children

2 in grades ten through twelve in such schools; and

3 " (III) 30 per centum of the number of such chit-

4 dren in kindergarten in such schools; and

5 " (IV) 90 per centuin of the number of such. chil-

6 dren who are mentally handicapped and for whom such

7 schools are providing special education; and .

8 " (V); 225 per centum of the number of such chil-

9 dren who are phyrSically handicapped and for whom

10 such schools are providing special education; and

11 "(VI) 140 per centum of the number of such chil-

12 dren who have specific learning disabilities and for

13 whom such schools are providing special education; and

14 "(VII) 100 per centum of the number of such

15 children who are educationally deprived and for whom

16 such schools are Providing special education.

17 " (ii) For the purposes of division (i), special educa-

18 tion means a comprehensive educational program designed

19 to meet the special educational needs of the children being

20 served by such program.

21 " (iii) (I) In determining the number of children de-

22 scribed in division (i) , the Commissioner shall use the most

23 recent satisfactory data available to him.

24 "(II) For the purpose of enabling the Commissioner to

25 carry out his functions unde this subparagraph, the Com-
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missioner is authorized and directed to co' duct a special

census of children in average daily membership in the

3 schools of the local educational agencies of the States. Such

4 a special census shall be conducted not less frequently than

5 one time during each four-year period.

"(3) The payment made to any State shall not exceed

7 the product obtained by multiplying (A) that per centum

8 of the national average weighted per-pupil expenditure

9 which is equal to the Fcdeal percentage of that State (as

10 determined under paragraph (2) (A) ) , by (B) the nuni-

11 ber of weighted pupils in a State.

12 "(c) (1) In order to qualify for its payment under this

1:1: section, a State shall submit to the Commissioner

.14 " (A) a statement of such plans, policies, procedures.

15 and information as will assure the Commissioner thg,the

.16 State's form of financial assistance to local Om:talcum]

17 agencies for free public education is consistent with para7

18 graph (2) ;and

1.9 " (B) an assurance that the State has implemented

20 a policy of offering a rebate to each individual within

21 that State applying for relief of the amount 'equal to the

amount by which the real property taxes r con -

23 stituting real property taxes upon that in .l's
24 homestead for the taxable year 1976,. .and each year
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I thereafter, exceeds 5 per cenlum of his income for each

such taxable year; and

, "(C) such reports and other information as the

Commissioner may require by regulation in order to

5 enable him to carry out his functions under this section.

" (2) (A) In order to qualify for its payment under this

7 section, a State must have established and begun to carry

ti out program of financial assistance to local educational

9 agencies in that State which distributes such assistance

atong such local educational agencies in a manner con-

] 1 sistent with a distribution plan developed by the Commis-

-L.). stoner, which distribution plan shall.be consistent with criteria

13 set forth in subparagraph (A).

14 " (B) The criteria to be used by. the Commissioner in

.1 developing a distribution plan are as follows:

Ifi " (i) The distribution plan shall distribute funds; in

17 such a manner as to seek to achieve equality of

18 opportunity for all children in attendance at. the

719 schools of the local educational agencies of the State..

.20 " (ii) The distribution plan shall be designed .. in

cri such a manner that any two local educational agencies

which make.an equal effort to support free public educa-

93 Lion from local resources, which are reasonably available

21 for such purpose, will have equal financial benefits, talc-
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1 ing into consideration the relative educational needs of

2 the children in attendance at the schools of such agencies.

3 " (iii) The distrP,ution plan shall take into con-

4 sideration the extent. to which local educational agencies

5 serve areas of high concentrations of children' from low-

6 income families and heavily urbanized areas.

7 " (iv) The distribution plan shall be consistent with

8 such standards as may be required under the equal pro-

9 teetion clause of the fourteenth article of amendment to

10 the Constitution.

11 "(d) Funds paid to States under this section for any

12 fiscal year on the basis of entitlements computed under sub-

13 section (b) -shall be used for the provision of free public

14 education by local educational agencies.

15 " (e) (1) Upon his determination that a State has quall-

16 fled for its payment under this section for any fiscal year,. the

17 Commissioner shall pay to each State educational agency of

18 that State the amount to which it is entitled under this see-

19 Lion on the basis of entitlements computed under subsee-

20 turn (b) .
21 " (2) In addition to the amounts paid to the States

22 under paragraph (1) for any fiscal year, the Commissioner

23 shall pay for any fiscal year to each State an amount equal

24 to 33* per centum of the amount that State has rebated

25 to individuals under the policy set .forth in subsection

26
(c) (1) (13) .
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"PART 0-GENERAL PRovisioN8

2 '"DEFINITIONS

'3 "Si. d 441,. The following 1:^finitions shall apply to

.4 terms used in this title:

5 " (1)' The term 'homestead! means the dwelling,

6 whether owned or rented, and so much of the land sur-

7 rounding it, not exceeding one acre, as is reasonably neces,

8 sary for the use of the dwelling or multipurpose building

9 used as a home and a part of the land upon which it is built,

10 and of a mobile home if used as a home. Such term does

11 not include personal property such as furniture, furnishings,

19 or appliances whether or not affixed to the realty;

13 " (2) The term 'income' 4neans the stun of adjusted

14 gross income as defined in the Internal Revenue Code of

15 1954, the amount of capital gains excluded from adjusted

16 gross income, alimony, support money, nontaxable strike

17 benefits, cash public assistance and relief, the gross amount

18 of any pension or annuity, nontaxable interest, workmen's

19 compensation, and the gross amount of insurance payments

20 in lieu of income from employment. Such term does not in-

21 elude gifts nor noncash relief, services, or other assistance

22 supplied by a public agency.

23 " (3) The term 'rent constituting real property takes'

24 means an amount equal to 25 per centum of the gross rent

25 actually paid in cash (or its equivalent) in any calendar
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1 year by an individual solely for the right of e-.,cupancy of his

2 homestead in a calendar year..

3 The.,term 'gross rent' .means rental paid solely

4 for the right of occupancy of a homestead, exclusive of

charges -for any utilities, services, . furniture, furnishings or

6 personal property or appliances furnished by the landlord ,as

7, part of the rental agreement. whether or not expressly set

00 in the rental ngreement..

.9 (b). Section 404 of the General Education Provisions

..10 Act. is redesignated .as section 405; and sueli Act is amended

1.1 by inserting after section 403 the following new section:

12

13

14

"LIMITATIONS ON APPROPRIATIONS

',Sm. 404. .(a) ,(1) The aggregate of the appropria-

tions to the agencies in the EducationDivision and to the

15, office of the Assistant Secretary for any fiscal year shall not
.

exceed the limitations sct, forth for that fiscal year in para-

17 graph (2).

18 .!` (2) (A) (i) Except as is provided in division

19.: the appropriations .to which, paragraph ( ) applies-
20 .:"(I): shall not exceed .$9,000,000,000 for the fiscal

21

22

year.ending June 30; 1974, and, for the fiscal year ending

June 3-0)-1975;

"(II) shall not exceed $9,500,000,000 for the fis-

.:calyear ending June 30,.197G;
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"(III) shall not exceed 810,000,000,000 for the

fiscal year ending June 30, 1977; and

" (IV) shall not exceed such amount as nmy there-

after be authorized by law and limited by this sub-

5 paragraph.

6 " (ii) The limitations provided in this subsection shall

7 not apply to uncontrollable expenditures ander obligations

8 created under part B of title IV of the Higher Education.

9 Act of 1965, parts C and I) of title VII of such Act, and

10 the Emergency Insured Student Loan Act of 1969: Pp-

vided, That. the Connuissioner shall not create obligations

12 tinder any such, authority for any fiscal year ending after

13 June 30; 1975, which exceed, in the aggregate, the aggre-

14 gate of such obligations. created during the fiscal year ending

35 June 30, 1972.

" (13) For the purposes of section 445, the limitations

17 .set forth in clause (III). of division (i) of subparagraph

18 .(A) and in subsection (b) for the fiscal year ending

19 June. 30, 197.7, shall be deemed to be authorizations of

20

21

22

93

24

appropriations.

"(b) Of the sums apprdpriated for any fiscal year to

which subsection (a) applies

" (1) not more than $3,850,000,000, in the aggre-

gate, shall be for the purposes .of the Elementary and
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Secondary Education Act of 1905 (except title IV

2 thereof), the Act of September 23, 1950 (Public Law

3 815, Eighty-first Congress) , and title I of the Act of

4 September 30, 1950 (Public Law 874, Eighty-first Con -

5 tress), but not less than $1,800,000,000 shall be for the

6 purposes of title I of the Elementary and Secondary Edo-

7 cation Act of 1965, $90,000,000 shall be for the pur-

8 poses of title II of the .Elementary and Secondary Act

9 of 1965, $147,000,000 shall be for the purposes of title

10 HI of such Act, $35,000,000 shall be for the purposes

11- of title V of such Act, and $41,000,000 shall be for the

12 purposes of title VII of such Act, and $650,000,000

13 shall be for payments on the basis of entitlements com-

14 puted pursuant to section 3 of such Act of Septem-

15 her 30, 1950;

16 " (2) not more than-

17 " (A.) $2,500,000,000 shall be for payments

18 under title IV of the Elementary d Secondary

19 Education Act of 1905 for time fist d year ending

20 June 30, 1976, and

21 " (B) $5,000,000,000 shall be for payments

22 under such title IV for the fiscal year ending June

23 30, 1977:

24 Provided, That no funds may be appropriated for pay-

25 ments under such title IV for any fiscal year unless
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1 the aggregate of the amounts appropriated for the pur-

poses on which limitations are placed by clause 11)

3 exceed $2,763,000,000: And provided further, That

4 stuns appropriated for such payments shall be subject

5 to subsection (c) ;

6 " (3) not more than $600,000,000, in the aggre-

7 gate, shall be for the purposes of the Vocational &loco-

8 tion Act of 1963, the Adult Education Act, and title

9 X of the Higher Education Act of 1965, but not less

10 than $385,000,000 shall be for the purposes of such

Act of 1963 and $52,000,000 shall be for the purposes

12 of the Adult Education Act;

13 " (4) not more than $3,500,000,000, in the aggre-

14 gate, shall he for the purposes of the Higher Education

15 Act of 1965 (except title X thereof), the International

Education Act of 1966, and the National Defense Ed-

17 ovation Act of 1958, but not less 61111'

18 "t A) the amount to which all students are

19 entitled, as computed tinder section 411.(a) of

20 such Act of 1965, shall be for the purpose of mak-

21 ing basic educational opportunity grants under

22 subpart 1 of part A of title IV of such Act, and

23 "(B) $25,000,000 shall he for the purposes of

24 title II of such Act of 1965;

25 "(5) not more than $100,000,000, but not less
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1 than $55,000,000, shall be for the purposes of the Li-

brary Services and Construction Act ;uld

".(6) not more than $350,000,(100, in the aggre

4 . gate, shall be for any purpose for which appropriations

are otherwise authorized by law under an applicable

statute.

7 " (e) (1) Of the amounts appropriated for payments

8 under title IV of the Elementary and Secondary Education

9 Act of 19G5-

10- " (A) for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976-

11 " (i) 331 per centaur thereof shall he for pay-

ments pursuant to section 404 (b) (2) of such title,

1;;. and

14 " (ii) 66f per cent um thereof shall be for pay-

15

16

17

18

19

90

ments pursuant to section 405 (a) (1) of such title:,

and

" (B) for any succeeding fiscal year

" (i) 15 per ,centum thereof shall be for pay-

merits pursuant to section 422 (e) (2) of such title;

"(ii) 42- per cent= thereof shall be for pay-

21 aunts pursuant to section 405 (a) (1) of such rule:-

22 and

2:3 (iii) 424 per contum thereof shall be for pay-

94 ments pursuant to section 422 (e) (1) of such title...

95 . ".(2) (A ) If the amount available under Ilse (A ) (1)
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I of paragraph (1) for any fiscal year is insufficient to pay

2 fully the rebates to which all individuals are entilled. 'Hider

3 such section 404 (b) (2), the amount to which each of such

4 individuals is entitled shall be the amount which hears the

5 same ratio to the amount such individual is entitled as row-

6 pined under section 404 () (2) as the amount available

7 under such clause (A) (i) bears to the aggregate of all the

8 amounts that all individuals are entitled as so computed.

9 "(B) If the amount available under clause (A) (ii);

10 clause (B) (i); clause (B) (ii), or clause (B) (iii) of

11 paragraph (1.) for any fiscal year is insufficient to pay fully

12 the amount to,)Vhieli all States are entitled as computed

33 under section 405 (a). (1), 422 (c) (2) , and station 422

(e) (1), as the case may be, the amount to which such

15 State shall be entitled shall be ratably reduced until the

16 amounts of the entitlements equal the amounts available

17 under the appropriate clauses."

1.8 (c) The amendments made by subsections (a) and

19 (b) shall be effective on and after July 1, 1973.
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S. 1319

IN THE SENATE OF THE 'UNITED STATES

:n.nzco 2:2, 1913

r.DOMINICK introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred
to the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare

A BILL
To strengthen education by consolidating certain elementary

and secondary education grant programs through the pro.

vision of a. share of the revenues of the United States to
the Stales and to local educational agencies for the purpose

of assisting them in carrying out education programs re-
flecting areas of national concern.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Represent&

2 lives of the United States of America in Congress assembled

3 That this Act may be cited as the "Better Schools Act of

4 1973".

5 FINDINGS AND PURPOSE

6 Sc.E 2. (a) The Congress finds that, while public edu-

7 cation is primarily the responsibility of the States and local

]I
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1 communities of this country, the Federal Government has

2 a responsibility to assist them in meeting the costs of educa-

3 tion in areas of special national concern. The Congress finds,

4 however, that prior programs of Federal financial assistance

5 for elementary or secondary education are too narrow in

6 scope to meet the needs of State and local school systems.

7 (b) It is therefore the purpose of this Act to consolidate

8 certain current programs of Federal assistance to elementary

9 or secondary education into a system of Federal revenue

10 sharing for education designed to assist in meeting such

11 needs, to assist in encouraging innovation and development

12 of new educational programs 'and practices, to assist in pro-

13 Aiding compensatory edUcation for educationally deprived

14 children, to assist in providing the special educational serv-

15 ices needed by the physically or mentally handicapped, to

16 encourage greater attention to the vital field of vocational

17 education, to assure to children whose parents Eve on Fed-

18 eral property an education comparable to that given to other

19 children, and to assist in providing State and local educa-

20 tional officials with the flexibility and responsibility they

21 need to make meaningful decisions in response to the needs

22 of their students.

23 AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS

24 SEC. 3. Allotments to a State and payments to the Secre-

25 Lary of the Interior under this Act from appropriations for
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1 a fiscal year shall remain available for obligation and ex-

2 penditure until the close of the next fiscal year.

3 ALLOTMENT AND USE OF SHARED REVENUES

4 SEC. 4. (a) From the sums appropriated for carrying

5 out this Act for any fiscal year the Secretary shall allot

6 to each State an amount equal to 60 per centiun of the

7 average per pupil expenditure in such State multiplied by

8 the number of children in average daily attendance in the

9 public elementary or secondary schools of such State during

10 such year who resided On Federal property. The amount

11 so allotted shall be available for any educational purpose.

12 (b) (1) Not to exceed 3 per centum of the remainder

13 of such sums appropriated for such year shall be available

14 to the Secretary-

15 (A) for allotment of such amounts as he deems

16 appropriate to Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands,

17 American Samoa, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific

18 Islands, and

19 (B) for payment of such amounts as he deems

20 appropriate to the Secretary of the Interior for the par -

21 pose of meeting the educational needs of Indian children

22 served by schools operated by the Department of the

23 -Interior.

24 For the purpose of achieving an equitable distribution of such

25 funds in the light of the educational needs of the children to
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1 be served, the Secretary shall prescribe criteria for the mak-

2 ing of such allotments and payments. Amounts allotted or

3 paid. under this subsection may be used only for the edam-

4 tional purposes specified in subsections {c) (4) and (d) (2)

5 of this section.

6 (2) For purposes of this section (cxcept subsection

7 (I) ) , section 5, and section 7, the term "State" does not

8 include Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, American

9 :Samoa, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.

10 (c) (l) After application of subsections (a) Itud (b)

11 for the fiscal year ending. June 80, 1974, the Secretary

12 shall allot to each State, from 60 per centum of the re-

13 nutinder of the sums appropriated for carrying out this Act

14 for such year, an amount equal to the amount paid to such

15 State under title I of the Elementary and Socondary Educa-

16 Lion Act of 1965 (except with respect to section 103 (a) (5)

17 thereof) for the fiscal_year ending June 30, 1973.

18 (2) After application of subsections (a) and (b), and,

19 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, paragraph (1),

20 the Secretary shall allot to each State, from 60 per eentum

21 of time remainder Of the sums appropriated for carrying out

22 this Act for such year, an amount equal to

23 (A) the number of children aged five to seventeen,

24 inclusive, in such State from families with incomes

25 . below the poverty level multiplied by
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(B) the expenditure index (Os defined by section

19 (7) ) for such State for such year,

3 except that

4 (0) for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, no

5 State may be allotted an amount in excess of 150 per

6 centum of the amount paid to such State for the fiscal

7 year ending June 30, 1973, under title I of the Ele-

S and Secondary Education Act of 1965, and

9 (1)) for any other fiscal year no State may be al-

lotted an amount in excess of 150 per centum of the

11 amount allotted to such State under this subsection for

12 the preceding fiscal year.

(3) If for ans, fiscal year the amount available for allot-

1 ment under paragraph (2) is less than the total required

15 to make in Mil all of such allotments, the Secretary shall

1.6 reduce the allotment of each State under such paragraph by

17 the percentage by which -the. total amount available for allot-

meat under such paragraph is less than the amount which

19 would otherwise be required to be allotted under para-

20 graph (2).

21 (4) The amount allotted to a State under this subsection.

22 shall be available only for programs and projects designed

23.-to. meet the special educational needs, at the preschool or

.
24 any other educational level, of educationally deprived chil-

q5 dren, and at leaSt 75 per centum of such amount shall be

97-457 0 - 73 (Pt. l) - 9
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1 available only for instruction in basic language or Inutile-

2 maties skills.

3 (d) (1) After application of the provisions of subsec-

4 Lions (a) , (b), and (a) for a fiscal year, the Secretary

5 shall allot to each State an amount which bears the same

6 ratio to the remainder of the sums appropriated for carry-

7 ing out this Act for such year as the number of children

8 aged five to seventeen, inclusive, in such State bears to the

9 number of such children in all of the States.

10 (2) Except as provided in section 7-

11 (A) 1(3 per centum of the amount allotted to a

12 State under paragraph (1) shall be available only for

13 programs and projects, at he preschool or ally other

14 educational level designed to meet the special educa-

15 tional needs of handicapped children;

16 (B) 43 per centum of such amount shall be avail-

17 able only for vocational education activities; and

18 (C) 41 per centum of such amount shall be avail-

19 able only for supporting materials and services.

20 (e) In the event that any State

21 (i) is not eligible to receive revenues shared under

22 this Act for any fiscal year,

23 (ii) notifies the Secretary that it does not desire

24 to receive such revenues, or

25 (iii) may not, because of .clause (C) or (D) of
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1 subsection (c) (2), receive a portion of its allotment

2 for such year,

3 the allotment (or portion thereof) of such State for .such

4 year under subsection (c) or (d) shall be available for

5 reallotment from time to time, on such date or dates during

6 such year as the Secretary may fix, to other States in pro-

7 portion to the original amount of the allotments to such

8 other States under such subsection for that year, but with

9 such proportionate amount for any of such other States being

10 reduced by the extent it exceeds the amount the Secretary

11 estimates such State needs and will be able to use; and the

12 total of such reductions shall be reallotted in the same

13 manner among the States whose proportionate amounts were

14 not so reduced. Any amount for a. fiscal year so reallotted

15 to a State under this subsection shall he deemed part of its

16 allotment under such subsection (c) or (d), as the case may

17 be, for such year.

18 (f) The amounts appropriated and allotted pursuant to

19 this Act shall be paid to the States at such intervals and in

26 such installments as the Secretary may determine. Such

21 amounts paid for any purpose under this Act shall also be

22 available for construction to carry out such purpose.

23 DISTRIBUTION OF SHARED REVENUES WITHIN EACH STATE

24 SEC. 5. (a) Each State shall pay to each of its local

25 educational agencies for a fiscal year an amount equal to
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1 the sums allotted to such State under section 4 (a) for such

2 year on account. of the trundler of children in average daily

3 attendance who resided on Federal In in the school

4 district of such agency.

5 (b) (1) From the sums allotted to a State under see-.

6 tion 4 (o) for the fiscal year ending June 30, 7974, such

7 State sfiall- pay to each of its local educational agencies

8 an amount equal to the amount paid to each such agency

9 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, under title I of the

10 Elementary and Secondary Edneation Act of 1965.

11 (2) Front the remainder of such sums and from the

12 sunts.allotted to such State under section 4 (c) for any other

13 fiscal year, such State shall retain such ainounts as it deems

14 necessary for meeting the special educational needs of ne-

gleeted or delinquent children and tigratory children of

16 migratory agricultural workers, except that the amount, re-

17 Mined by such State under this paragraph for any fiscal

18 year shall not exceed an amount equal to the expenditure.

19 index for such State for such year multiplied by the number

20 of such children in such State during such year.

21 (3) From the remainder of the stuns allotted to such

. .22 State under section 4 (c) for a fiscal year and not paid to any

23 local educational agency under paragraph (1) nor retained

24 under paragraph (2), such State shall pay to each of its

25 local educational agencies which has more than..five thou-
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I sand children aged five to seventeen, inclusive, from .families

2 with incomes below the poverty level, or has more than 15

3 per eentum of the total enrollment of its schools consisting of

such children, an amount equal the -product 'of

(A) the expenditure index for such Slate for such

year multiplied by,

7 (B) the number of such children from such families

8 in the school district of such agency,

9 less any amount paid to such agency under paragraph (1) .

10 (4) If for any fisedl year the portion of the sums allotted

11 to a State under section 4 (c) and available for payments

12 under paragraph (3) of this subsection are insufficient to

73 make the payments to all local educational agencies required

14 by such paragraph, such State shall reduce the payment to

15 each local educational agency under such paragraph'by the

10 percentage by which such portion of the sums so allotted and

17 available is less than the total of the payments required by

18 such paragraph for all such agencies.

lit (5) If the allotment; to such State under. section 4 (e)

for any fiscal year exceeds the amounts required imder

21 paragraphs (1) (2). and (3) of this subsection, such State

shall, rank all. of its local educational agencies which are not

9:i eligible for payments for such year under paragraph (3)

94. by the number of children in the school district of each such

25 agency aged five to seventeen, inclusive, from families with
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1 incomes below the poverty level, or, if such State so elects,

2 by the percentage which the number of such children in each

3 such district is of the total number of children aged five to

4 seventeen, inclusive, in such district. Subject to clause (A)

5 of paragraph (6) of this subsection, such State shall then

6 make payments to such agencies as though they were eli-

7 gible under paragraph -(3), beginning with the agency or

agencies with the largest number, or, if such State has so

9 elected, the largest percentage, of such children from such

10 families, and following such order of ranking until the

31 remaining .portion of such allotment is exhausted.

12 (6) No local educational agency may receive payments

13 tinder this subsection for any fiscal- year unless

(A) the total amount of such payments for such

15 year to such agency is at least $10,000,

to (B) the State agency {designated under section

9 (a) ) determines, in accordance with such criteria as

the Secretary may prescribe, that the services provided

19 in each of the schools of such local agency with funds

20 other than funds received under this Act will for such

21 year be comparable with the services so provided. in all

of the other schools of such local agency,

93 (0) such local agency provides satisfactory assur-

9.4 ammec to the State agency (designated under section

9 (a) ) that if such State agency does not conduct such
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1 evaluations of programs and projects carried out with

2 funds paid to such local agency under this subsection

3 as the Secretary may require, such local agency will

4 do so, and

5 (D) such local agency provides satisfactory as-

6 surance to the State agency (designated under section

7 9 (a) ) that it will comply with the applicable provi-

8 sions of this Act.

9 (7) Each local educational agency which receives a

10 payment for a fiscal year under this section shall rank all

11 of its schools by the number of educationally deprived chil-

12 enrolled in such schools, or, if such agency so chooses,

13 by the percentage which the number of such children enrolled

14 in any school is of the total number of such children enrolled

15 in such school, except that, upon the approval of the State

16 agency designated under section 9 (a) , such local educational

17 agency may, for the purpose of such ranking, group its

18 schools by, the grade levels in such schools, each such group

19 containing all of such schools having the same grade levels.

20 Programs and projects carried out with payments received

21 by such agency under this section for such year shall he

designed in such a manner that the total cost (consistent

23 with cost allocation criteria prescribed by the Secretary)

24 of such programs and projects for such year shall be at least

25 equal to the expenditure index for such State for such year
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multiplied by the number of children served by ,uelt pro-

2 grc ins and projects, No educationally deprived children en-

3 rolled in any school of such agency may he served hy such

4 programs and projects unless all of the educationally deprived

5 Ic.1..Lren enrolled in any other school (or, if the schools of

such agency are ranked within gomps by the grade levels

At such schools, in ally other school within such group)

etmolling a larger umber (or, if such agency has (loosen

9 to rank its schools by percentage, a larger percentage) of

such children are served by suC imograns and projects.

(8) Any portion of an allotment which is not, but

12 would be except for clause (A), (B), (('), or (D) of para-

graph (6) , paid to a local educational agency by a State

14 shall be.paid by so,11 State, in accordance with its plan de-

veloped under section 9 (1o), to other local educational nen-

16 des within suet State to which funds ore required to be paid

17 under paragraph (1), (3), or (5) of this subsection for

38 use in accordance with the provisions of section 4 (c) (4),

1t except that no such othi.r agency shall be paid more for any

20 fiscal year pursuant to this subsection than 200 per eentn

21 of the amount required to be paid to it under paragraph (3)

93 or (5) of lids subsection for such year.

23 (9) If no local educational agcncy within such Slate

24 which would otherwise receive payments for any fiscal year

05 under this subsection has been determined, under clause (B)
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1 of paragraph (0), to Provide comparable services, the

2 amount allotted to such State under section 4 (c) shall be

3 available for reallotment from time to time, on such date

4 or dates during such year as the Secretary may fix, to

5 other States in proportion to the amounts originally allotted

6 to such other States under such section, but with such pro-

7 portionate amount, for any of such Slates being reduced by

S the extent it exceeds the amount the Secretary estimates

9 such State. needs and will be able to use; and the total

10 of such reductions shall be reallotted in.. the same manner

11 anung fhe States whose proportionate amounts were not so

12 reduced. Any portion of an allotment which is not, but

13 would be except for paragraph (8) , paid to a local Mum-

14 Gunn] agenc3r within a State, shall be reallotted to other

13 States in the manner prescribed by the preceding sentence.

16 The amount reallotted for any fiscal year under this sub-

17 section to any .State may not exceed 200 per centum of the

18 amount originally allotted to such State for such year under

19 section 4 (c).. Any amount reallotted to a State under this

20 subsection for any fiscal year shall be deemed to be part of

21 its allotment for such year under section 4 (c)

22 (c)' The reMainder of each State's allotment shall be

23 available-

24 (1) for use, in accordance with the provisions of

25 sections 4 and 7 and the .plan developed under section
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9 (b), by the State agency designated under section

2 9 (a) ; and

3 (2) for distribution, for use by them in accordance.

4 with the provisions of sections 4 and 7 and such plan,

5 among the local educational agencies of such State on

6 a basis reflecting the relative needs of each of such agen-

7 cies for the types of assistance for which appropriations

8 under this Act are available;

9 except that, in determining the relative needs of each of

10 such agencies 16r the types of assistance for which appro-

11 :alder this Act are available, funds paid to such

12 agencies under subsection (h) of this section shall not be

13 taken into account.

14 DETERMINATION OF NUMBERS

15 SEC., C. (a) For pinoses of sections 4 and 5 of this

16 -Act, the Secretary shall make the required determinations of

17 average daily- attendance, average per pupil t3Npelditare in

18 the United States, Slate average per pupil e4enditure, and

19 numbers of children, and in doing so he shall use the most

20 recent satisfactory data available to him, referrable with

21 respect to data used for each purpose to the same time period

22 for all jurisdictions: If the Secretary determines that satis-

23 factory data regarding numbers of children are not available

24 for any local educational agency, he shall determine the total.

25 numbers of children in the county or counties in which' the
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1 school district of such agency is located, and the State

2 agency designated under section 9 (a) shall determine, pur-

3 suant to criteria prescribed by the Secretary, within such total

4 the numbers of children in each school district within such

5 county or counties._

6 (b) In determining numbers of children for purposes

7 of section 5, a child from a family with an income below

8 the poverty level who, during any year, is Transferred by a

9 local educational agency from a school in which he is en-

10 rolled and in which the majority of the children enrolled are

11 from faMilies with incomes below the poverty level to a

12 school in which the minority of children enrolled are from

13 such families, shall be counted twice for the following year.

14 (c) Except as tine Secretary may provide by regulation,

15 no information obtained under this section relating to any

16 individual may be used for any purpose other than the pur-

17 poses of this Act.

18 TRANSFERS AMONG PURPOSES

.19 SEC: 7. (a) Thirty per eentum of that portion of each

20 State's allotment which is available for the purposes de-

21 scribed- in clause (A) or (B) of section 4 (d) (2) may be

22 made available for any of the other purposes described in

23 subsection (c) or (d) of section 4.

24 (b) The 30 per cent= limitations in subsection (a)

25 may be exceeded if the State demonstrates to-the satisfaction
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1 of the Secretary that such action will achieve more effectively

2 the purposes of this Act.

3 PARTICIPATION OF NONPUBLIC SCHOU L CHILDREN

Sc. 8. (a) The State agency designated under section

S 9 (a) shall provide that

( I) except as provided ill subsection (b), children

7 enrolled ill nonprofit private eleinentary or secondary

S schools will be given en opportunity to participate, on

9 an Lquitable basis, in activities for which funds are made

10 available under subsections (b) , (c) , and (d) of see-

tion 4; and

12 (2) title to and control of funds received under

13 this Act and oilier property derived therefrom will

1.4 remain in one or more public agencies.

(b) If the Secretary determines that provisions of

16 State law prevent any Slate agency designated under section

17 9 (a). from complying with subsection (a) of this section,

18 the Secretary shall, if he finds that the State is otherwise

19 eligible to participate in the program under this Act, permit

20 such State to participate, but in such ease he shall-

21 (1) arrange, by contract or otherwise, for cbih.

22 dren enrolled in the. nonprofit private elementary or

23 secondary schools within such State to receive, on an

24 equitable basis, services similar to those provided from

25 the funds made availableunder subsection (b), (c), or
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1 (d) of section 4 to public schoolchildren within such

2 State; and

(2) pay the cost thereof out of that portion of the

4 allotment to such State for carrying out each such

subsection.

li STATE ADM I N I ST RATION

7 SRC. 9. (a) The chief executive officer of a State

8 shall be the State agency responsible for administration (or

9 supervision of the administration) of the program under

10 this Act in such State, except that a specified single State

11 agency shall he responsible for such administration (or

12 supervision of administration) if such officer determines

13 that the law of such State so provides. Section 204 of the

14 Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C.

15 4214) shall apply to the preceding sentence.

16 (1)) The State agency designated under subsection (a)

17 shall, for each fiscal ,year, develop and publish a. plan for

is the distribution of fiords available therefor under section

19 5 (h) (8) and under section 5 (c) , and for the expenditure

20 of funds retained under section 5 (b) (2) and under section

.21 5 (e) (1) for use by such State a,gency or distributed under

22 section 5 (e) (2). for use by local educational agencies. Such

23 plan shall include estimates of the amounts which, will be

24 paid to each local educational agency in such State for such

year (A) under subsection (a) or (b) of section 5, and
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1 (B) front that portion of such State's allotment derived

2 from clause (2) (.k ), (2) (13), or (2) (C) of section 4 (d) .

3 Such plan shall not finally be adopted by such State agency

4 instil n rcasonalde opportunity has been Riven to interested

5 persons for continent thereon.

6 TREATMENT OE FEDERALLY coNxEcTiot citti,nnEN

7 Sc..E 40. The State agency designated under section

8 9 (a) shall provide that children attending school within

9 the State who reside' with a parent on Federal property

10 will 'receive public elementary or secondary education on a

11 basis comparable to that provided to other children in the

12. State.

13 ELIGIBILITY

14 SEC. 4.1. In order to qualify for any payment tinder this

15 Act from appropriations for any year. a State, or a local edii-

16 agency, must 'establish to the satisfaction of the

17 Secretary that, with respect to such appropriations and pay-

18 meats therefrom, it will use such payMents.only 'for the 1)111-

19 poses for which made and will otherwise comply with the

20 applicable provisions of this Act-and regulations thereunder.

21 REMEDIES FOR NONCOMPLIANCE

22 Sm. 12. (a) If the Secretary, after reasonable notice

23 and opportunity for hearing to the State agency designated

24 under section 9 (a) , finds that a State has failed to- comply

25 substantially with any provision of this Act, the Secretary,
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1 moil he is satisfied that there is 110 longer any such failure to

2 comply, shall-

3 (1) terminate payments to such State lindir this

4 Act, or

5 (2) reduce payments under this Act by an amount

equal to the amount of such payments which were not

7 expended in accordance with this Act, or

8 (3) limit the availability of payments under this

9 Act to programs, projects, or activities not affected by

10 such failure to comply.

11 (10 (1) In hen of, or in addition to, any action au-

12 by subsection (a), the ,Secretary may, if he has

13 reason to Itelieve that a State has failed to comply substan-

1.4 flay with any provision of this Act, refer the matter to

15 the Attorney General of the United States with a recom-

16 mendation that au appropriate civil action be instituted.

17 (2) Upon such a referral the Attorney General may

1.8 bring a civil action in any United States district court

19 having venue thereof for such relief as may he appropriate,

20 including an action to recover revenues shared under this

21 Act which were not expended in accordance with it, or for

22 mandatory or injunctive relief.

23 (c) (1) Any State which receives notice, under sub-

24 section (a), of the termination, reduction,- or limitation of

25 revenues shared may, within sixty days after receiving such
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1 notice, file with the rnited Stales court of appeals for the

2 circuit in which such State is located, or in the -roiled

3 States Court of A.ppeals for the District of Columbia, a peti-

4 Lion for review of the Secretary's action. The petitioner shall

5 1'urthwitli ,flinsmit copies of the petition to the Secretary and

6 the Attorney General of the 'United SLies, who shall repre-

7 sent the Secretary in the litigation.

8 (2) The Secretary' shall file in the court the record

9 of the proceeding on which lie based his action, as provided

10 in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. No objection

11 to the action of the Secretary shall be considered by the

12 court unless such objection has been urged before the

13 Secretary.

14 (3) The court shall have jurisdiction to affirm or mod-

15 ify the action of the Secretary or to Set it aside in whole or

16 in part. The findings of fact by the Secretary, if supported

17 by substantial evidence on the record considered as a whole,

18 shall be conclusive. The court may order additional .evi-

19 dente to be taken by the Secretary, and to be made part of

20 the 'record. The Secretary may modify his findings of fact,

21 or make new findings, by reason of the new evidence so

22 taken and filed with the court, and he shall also file such

23 modified or new findings, which findings with .respect to

24 questions of fact shall be conclusive if supported by sub-

25 stantial evidence, on the record considered as a whole, and



1 shall also file Lis recommendaiiMIS, if any, for the moditica-

2 Lion or setting aside of his original action.

3 (4) Upon the filing of the record with the court, the

4 jurisdiction of the court shall be exclusive and its judgment

shall be final, except that such judgment shall he snbject to

review by the Supreme Court of the United States upon

writ of certiorari or certification as provided in section 1254

S of title 28, United States Code.

9 CIVIL RIGHTS

SEC. l3. Revenues shared under this Act shall be sub-

ject to title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C.

12 2000d) and title IX of the Education A inendnuails of 1.972

1:1 (20 U.S.O. Vi81-1080) .

14

15

17

18

19

20

2.1

22

23

24

25

ADVANCE FUNDING

SEC. 14. To the end of affording; the responsible State,

local, and. Federal diem adequate notice of available Fed-

eral financial assistance under this Act, appropriations for

carrying out this Act for any fiscal year arc authorized to be

included in the appropriation. Act for the fiscal year preced-

ing such-fiscal year. In order to effect a transition to this

method of timing appropriation action, the preceding sen-

tence shall apply notwithstanding that its initial application

will result in the enactment in the seine year (whether in

the same appropriation Act or otherwise) of appropriations

for each of two consecutive fiscal years.

97-457 0 - 73 (Pt. 1) - 10
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LABOR STANDARDS

SEC. 15. All laborers and mechanics employed by con-

3 tractors and subcontractors in any construction which is

4 assisted under this Act shall be paid wages at rates not less

5 than those prevailing on similar construction in the locality

6 as determined by the Secretary of Labor in accordance with

7 the Davis-Bacon Act (40 U.S.U. 276a-276a-5). Tim See-

rctary of Labor shall. have, with respect to such labor stand-

9 arils, the authority and functions set forth in Reorganization

10 Eau Numbered 14 of 1950 (15 F.R. 3176; 64 Stat. 1267)

11 and section 2 of the Act of June 13, 1934 (40 U.S.C.

12 276c).

13 ANNUAL REPORT

14 SEC. 16. The. Secretary shall make an annual report

15 to the President and the Congress pertaining to the effective-

ness of assistance under this Act in meeting the educational

17 needs of children and adults.

18 RECORDS, AUDITS, AND REPORTS

19 SEC. 17. In order to assure that revenues shared under

20 this Act are used in accordance with its provisions, each

21 State shall-

22 (1) use such fiscal, audit, and accounting proce-

23 dares as may be necessary to assure (A) Proper ac-

24 counting for payments received by it, and (B.) proper

25 disbursement of such payments;



143

23

1 (2) provide to the Secretary and. the Cotaptroller

2 General of the United Slates access to, and the right to

3 examine, any books, documents, papers, or'records as he

4 requires; and

5 (3) make such reports to the Secretary or the

6 . Coniptr011er General of the [Jailed States as he requires.

7 NTERsTATE AffitEEMENTS

SEC. 18. in the event that agreements between States

9 are necessary in order to realize the full benefit, of provisions

10 of this Act, 'the consent of Congress is hereby given to such

11 States to enter into such agreements.

12 DEFINITIONS

13 SEC. 19. For purposes of this Act-

14 (1) The term "adult education" means services or in-

15 struction below the college level for individuals (A) who

16 lutve attained the age of sixteen, (B) who do not have a

17 certificate of graduation front a school providing secondary

18 education and who have riot achieved an equivalent level of

19 education, and (C) who are not currently required to be

20 enrolled in schools.

21 (2) The term "average per pupil expenditure" in the

22 United States, or in any State, means the aggregate. current
. .

23 expenditures of all local educational agencies in the United

1,41,. States, or in such State, as the case may be, for any fiscal

25 year, plus any direct current expenditures by the States,
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1 or sitch State, a:, the case may be, in which such agencies are

2 located for the cperation of such agencies during such year

3 (without regard to the sources of funds from which either

4 of such expenditures is made), divided by the aggregate

5 number of children ht average daily attendance to whom such

6 agencies provided public education during snch year.

7 (3) The term "construction" means the erection, acquisi-

S tion, alteration, remodeling. or improvement of facilities, in-

9 chiding the acquisition of land necessary therefor, and the

10 cost of cont=raction includes the cost of architect's fees.

11 (4) The term "current expenditures" means expendi-

12 tares for public education, but not including expendil ores for

13 community services, capital outlay, and debt services, or any

14 expenditures made from funds allotted under this Act.

15 (5) The term "educationally deprived children" means

16 children who suffer from educational deprivation, as deter-

mined in accordance with such criteria as the Secretary

18 may prescribe..

19 (6) The term ."elementary school" means a day or

20 residential school which provides elententary education, as

21 determined under State law.

22 (7) The term "expenditure index" for any State means

23 the higher of (A) .35 multiplied by the average per pupil

24 expenditure for such State, and (B) .35 multiplied by two

25 thirds of the average per pupil expenditure in the United

26 States.



145

25

.1 (8) The term "family with an income below the poverty

2 level" means a family with poverty status, as determined

3 by the Secretary on the basis of criteria prescribed or lip-

4 proved by him.

5 (9) The term "Federal property" means real property

6 which is owned by the United States or is leased by the

7 United States, and which is not subject. to taxation by any

8 Stale or any political subdivision of a State or by the District

9 of coluntbia. Such term includes (A) real property held

10 in trust by the United States for individual Indians or Indian

11 tribes', and real property held by individual Indians or tribes

12 which is subject to restrictions on alienation imposed by the

13 United States, (It) for one year beyond the end of the

1A fiscal year in which occurred the sale or transfer thereof by

15 the United States, any property considered prior to such

16 sale or transfer to be Federal property for _the purpoSes of

17 this Act, and (0) any school which is providing flight train-

ing to member6 of the Air Force under contractual arrange-

19 ments with the 'Department of the Air Force at an airport

20 which is subject to restrictions on alienation imposed by the

21 Such term also includes any interest in Federal property

22 (as defined in the foregoing provisions of this paragraph)

23 under an easement, lease, license, permit, or other arrange-

24 merit, as well as any improvements of any nature (other

25 than pipelines or utility lines) on such property even though
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1 such interests or improvements are subject to taxation by

2 a State or political subdivision of a State or by the District

3 of Columbia. Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions of

4 this paragraph, such term does not include (D) any real

5 property used for a labor supply center, labor home, or labor

6 camp for migratory farmworkers, (E) any real property.

7 under the jurisdiction of the United States Postal Service

S and used primarily for the provision of postal services, or

9 (1 ?) any low-rent housing project held under title II of the

10 National Industrial Recovery Act, the Emergency Relief

11 Appropriation Act of 1935, the United States Housing

12 Act of 1937, the Act of June 28, 1940 (Public Law 871

13 of the Seventy-sixth Congress), or any law amendatory

14 of or supplementary to any of such Acts.

15 (10) The term "handicapped children" means mentally

16 retarded, hard of bearing, deaf, speech impaired, visually

17 handicapped, seriously emotionally disturbed, crippled, or

other health impaired children who by reason thereof require

19 special educational services.

20 (11) The term "local educational agency" means a pub-

21 lie board of education or other public authority legally con-

92 stained within a State for either administrative control or

23 direction of, or to perform a service function for, public ele-

24 mentary or secondary schools in a city, county, township,

25 school district, or other political subdivision of a State, or



147

27

1 such combination of school districts or counties as arc rec-

2 ognized in a State as an administrative agency for its public

3 elementary or secondary schools. Such term also includes

4 any other public institution or agency having adniinistrative

5 control and direction of a public elementary or secondary

G school.

7 (12) The term "nonprofit", as applied to a school,

8 means a school owned and operated by one or more non-

9 profit corporations or associations no part of the net earnings

10 of which inures, or may lawfully inure, to the benefit of any

11 private shareholder or individual.

12 (13) The term "revenues shared" means payments

13 [ruler this Act.

14 (14) The term "secondary school" means a day or resi-

15 dential school which provides secondary education, as deter-

16 mined under State law, ,except that it does not include

17 any education provided beyond grade twelve.

18 (15) The term "Secretary" means (except- as used in

19 section 4 (b) (1) (B) ) the Secretary of Health, Education,

20 and Welfare.

21 (16) The term "State" Includes, in addition to the

22 several States, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Dis-

23 trict of Columbia,- Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin

24 Islands, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.

25 (17) The term "supporting. materials and services"
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rt. means programs and projects described in section 4 (c) (4)

or 4 (d) (2) (A) ; activities described in section 4 (d) (2)

(B) ; the purchase of school textbooks, library resources, and

.4 educational equipment; the provision of supplementary edit-

5 cation:11 centers and services, of school pupil personnel serv-

G ices, of adult education, and of school meals; the training

7 or.retraining of teachers, teacher aides, and other school per-

8 sonnet; the strengthening of State or local educational agency

9 capabilities and of educational planning at the State or

10 local level; and the administration at the State level of the

program carried out under this Act.

12 (18) The term "vocational rducation" includes vocaj

13 tional or technical training or retraining (including field or

14 laboratory work and remedial or related academic and tech--

15 nical instruction incident thereto and work-study programs

16 for students who need the earnings from work in order to

1.7 commence or continue their education) conducted as part of

18 a program designed to 'prepare individoids for gainful em-

19 ployment as semiskilled or skilled worlrers or technicians
.

20 or subprofessionals in recognized occupations and in new

21 and emerging ownpations or to prepare individuals for en-

1.011thent Ill advanced technical -edcation programs, hot ex-

23 eluding any program to-prepare individuals for employment

24 in occupations generally considered professional or which



149

29

1. require a baccalaureate or higher degree; and such term
9 also includes vocation:II guidance and counselint.,, in eon-

nection with such training or 'for- the purpose of facilitating

4 oNlipalional choices; instruction related to the 'occupation

occupations for which the students are in training or

instruction necessary for students to benefit from such train--

ing; job placement; and the training of ,persons engaged

S as, or preparing to become; teachers in a vocational cduca-

9 titan program or teaeliers, supervisors, or directors of such

10 teachers.

11 EFFECTIVE DATE AND REPEAL OF PROGRAMS REPLACED BY

12 THIS ACT

13 Sat: 20. (a) The preceding provisions of this Act shall

14 be .effective with respect to appropriations for liscA years

15 beginning after June 30, 1973, and effective with respect; to

16 such appropriations the following statutes and parts of stat-

17 utes are repealed:

18 (1) title I of the .Elementary and Secondary Edtt-

19 cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 241a-2411) ;

20 (2) title II of the Elementary and Secondary'Edu-

21 cation Act of 1965 '(20 U.S.C. 821-827) ;

(3) title III of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-

23 cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 841-848) ;

24 (4) titlelr of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-

25 cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 861-870) ;
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(5) part B of the Education of the Handicapped

2 Act (20 U.S.C. 871-877) ;

3 (6) the Smith-Hughes Act (20 U.S.C. 11-15, 16-

4 28) ;

5 (7) sections 3, 4, and 7 of Public Law 81-874

6 (20 U.S.C. 238, 239, and 241-1) ;

7 (8) title III of the National Defense Education Act

8 of 1958 (20 U.S.C. 441-455) ;

9 (9) subpart 2 of part B of title V of the Higher

10 Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1108-1110c) ;

11 (10) the Vocational Education Act of 1963 (20

12 U.S.C. 1241-1391) ; and

13 (11) section 16 of Public Law 81-815 (20 U.S.C.

14 646) .

15 (b) Effective with respect to appropriations for fiscal.

16 years beginning after ;Tune 30, 1973, the Adult Educa-

17 tion Act is amended by-

18 (1) striking out "reserved in section 304 (a) for

19 the purposes of this section" in section 309 (a) and

20 inserting in lieu thereof "appropriated pursuant to sec-

21 tion 312 (a) "; and

22 (2) striking out sections 304, 305, 306, 307, 308,

23 310; and 314, and subsection (h) of section 312.

24 (c) Effective with respect to appropriations for fiscal
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1 years beginning after June 30, 1973, the Child Nutrition

2 Act of 19G6 (42 U.S.C. 1771-1785) is amended by-

3 (1) striking out sections 5 and 7;

4 (2) striking out "through 7" in section .6 and

5 inserting "and 4" in lieu thereof;

6 (3) striking out "through 5" in section 11 and

7 inserting "and 4" in lieu thereof; and

S (4) striking out "section 4"- in section 4 (b) and

9 inserting "section 11" in lieu thereof.

(d) Effective with respect to appropriations for fiscal

31 years beginning after June 30, 1973, the National School

12 Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751-1761) is amended by-

13 (1) striking out sections 4, 5, 7, 8, and 10;

'14 (2) (A) striking out "the amount Apportioned

15 by him pursuant to sections 4 and 5 of this Act and"

16 in paragraph (2) of section 6 and (B) by striking out

17 in such paragraph "sections 4, 5, and 7" and inserting

18 in lieu thereof "section 4";

19 (3) striking out "section 10" in the last sentence

20 of section 9 -and. inserting "section 11" in lieu thereof;

21 (4) striking out subsection (d) of ,section 1.1

22 and inserting in lieu thereof the follpwing: " (d) The

23 Secretary shall certify to the Secretary of the Treasury

24 from time to time the amouts to b3 paid to any State
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1 under this section and the time or times such amounts

2 are to be paid; and the Secretary of the Treasury shall

3 pay to the State at the time or times fixed by the Socre-

4 tary the amounts so certified.. Payments to a. State under

5 this section may be made in advance or-by way of

6 reimburseinent in accordance with procedures prescribed

7 by the Secretary."

.8 .(5) striking out in paragraph (g) of section 1.1 ",

9 including those applicable to funds apportioned or paid

10 pursuant to section 4 or 5 but excluding the provisions of

section 7 relating to matching,";

12 (6) striking out in section 11 (h) (1) "to extend

13 the school lunch program under this Act to every school

within the State, and (0) "; and

15 (7) striking out paragraphs (4), (5), and (6) of
16 section 12 (d) and 'renumbering paragraph (7) as

17 paragraph (4) .
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Senator PELL. It is with a sense of deja vu that I open this hear-
ing, for it was on October 27, 1971, that we sat in this building in a
hearing on S. 1669, entitled the "Education Revenue Sharing Act of
1971," which was introduced during the 92d Congress.

However, as chairman of this sucommittee, I intend, just as I did
a year and a half ago, to give a fair hearing to the administration's
proposal. The statement I made then, though, is, I believe, equally
applicable today. It reads:

The bill proposes major changes in the manner in which the Federal Govern-
ment would distribute Federal tax dollars for elementary and secondary educa-
tion. II provides that some 30 current categories of all be consolidated and funds
for them be distributed by the States who would receive them from the Federal
Government on a formula, block grant, basis.

The Federal Government was motivated to become involved in aid to educa-
tion largely out of its desire to overcome educational inequalities that existed
across the Nation. Legislation was developed that designated certain target areas
of need and these needs have been funded. Testimony to be received in these
initial hearings may Voint to the need of some type of general aid to education
legislation as a method to meet pressing national problems.

Whatever may develop, we will want to be sire that basic target areas con-
tinue to be served and that national priorities will not suffer as a .result of the
manner in which aid is distributed.

I believe we should remember, too, that during the last set of hear-
ings, only one nonadministration witness gave support for the bill,
and he may have done so because he thought it would increase the
scope of involvement of his own constituency.

What is even more important, and are subjects that I hope will be
discussed during these hearings, are :

(a) The rationale utilized by the administration when it chose what
programs would 'be folded into the revenue sharing; and

(b) On what basis the administration believes that revenue-sharing
funds would be administered more efficiently and to the greater benefit
of children, as opposed to the categorical scheme.

Finally, speaking personally; I really queStion the J. Walter Thomp-
son label of "Better Schools Act." Along this same line, I do not see
why I should not label the Education Act I introduced as "Excellent"
or "Best Schools Act." I do not, however, believe this would be a good
idea, and.I do not intend to do so. .

At this point I will keep the record open for any statements from
absent Senators who may wish to make a statement. Senator
Hathaway.

Senator HATHAWAY. No statement.
Senator PELL. Mr. Secretary, if. you will proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. CASPAR W. WEINBERGER, SECRETARY, DE-
lARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, ACCOM-
PANIED BY STEPHEN KURZMAN, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
LEGISLATION; SIDNEY P. MARLAND; ASSISTANT SECRETARY

. FOR EDUCATION;. AND JOHN OTTINA, COMMISSIONER OF EDU-
CATION-DESIGNATE

Secretary WEINBERGER. Mr. Chairman and members of the commit-
tee, we are pleased to appear before you today to discuss the adminis-
tration's proposed Better Schools Act of 1973.

This is the third consecutive year that an education revenue-shar-
ing proposal has been before the committee for your consideration.
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This proposal is of major importance to elementary and secondary
education, and of central concern to President Nixon in his efforts
to reform and revitalize the structure of government in the United
States.

In his 1973 state of the Union message on human resources the
President declared :

Rather than stifling initiative by trying to direct everything from Washing-
ton, Federal efforts should encourage State and local governments to make those
decisions and supply those services for which their closeness to the people best
qualifies them.

He went on to say that :
1973 must be a year of decisive 'action to restructure Federal aid programs

for education. Our goal is to provide continued. Federal financial support for our
schools while expanding State and local control over basic educational decisions.

The concept of revenue sharing is not new : it was advocated by both
Presidential candidates in 1964 and in both major party platforms in
1968. What is new and revolutionary is that this administration has
enunciated an overall strategyembracing general return of tax rev-
enues to the State and special revenue sharing in a number of areas of
special national concern. In each of these proposals, we evoke the spirit
and the substance of self-determinationto preserve it where it exists,
to strengthen it where it is weak, and to create the conditions for its

where it has disappeared.
Self--determination is the hallmark of revenue sharing. The first

stepgeneral revenue sharinghas already been taken by the passage
of Public Law 92-512, the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of
1972. This legislation is designed to provide needed financial assist-
ance to States and -localities faced with demands for services.

Recipient State governments may-use their shared revenues for any
purpose; local governments may. apportion their funds among the stat-.
utorily designated "priority expenditures" on the basis of thehighest
priorities of their citizens. They are no longer caught in the 'Federal
straitjacket which assumes that what is good for one State is equally
beneficial to another.

Although education is not included as a "priority expenditure" for
local governments under general revenue sharing, it is a permissible
use of State government funds:Indeed, a number of Governors indi-
cate they intend to devote State-shared revenues to support their ,ele-
mentary and secondary 'education systems. . .

In addition to general revenue sharing, the President is proposing
special revenue sharing designed to correct, either through legislation
or administrative consolidation, the complex_ n often inefficient way
Federal assistance is provided. These proposals, taken together, would
consolidate more than 70 existing Federal categorical programs into
four broad systems for sharing Federal revenues with States and local-
ities in the fields of education, urban community development, man-
power, and law enforcement:

The Better Schools Act exemplifies President Nixon's governmental
. reform strategy. It would redefine the Federal role in elementary and
secondary education, a redefinition which has become increasingly
necessary with the passage of each new categorical program.
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TREND TOWARD CATEGORIZATION

A review of the history of Federal education programs shows that,
as each problem area was discerned and defined, Congress responded
with a separate education program responsive to the particular prob-
lem. This categorical approach dates back to 1917 and the Smith-
Hughes Act, the first vocational education legislation. In 1958, the
National Defense Education Act continued and expanded the cate-
gorical pattern of Federal aid. In response to national concern for
arengthened curricula in science, mathematics, and modern foreign
language, the NDEA established a series of programs designed to
encourage more young people to pursue studies and acquire skills in
fields considered vital to the national defense.

In subsequent years, a broader range of national educational needs
was identified, and Congress passed in rapid succession a series of
laws providing special help for the disadvantaged and the handi-
capped, and to train more teachers, to modernize vocational and techni-
cal education, and to provide more books, equipment, and technology.

Clearly, these programs have had a profound impact on America's
educational system. But their numbers now threaten to swamp the
existing structure completely. Adding to the problem is the fact that
at least 26 other Federal agencies also administer categorical education
programs.

In theory, these programs can significantly support the local. super-
intendent's program. But guidelines, regulations, reporting and match-
ing fund requirements ensnarl the educator in time-consuming trivia
which are counterproductive to his primary goaleducation.

With categorical programs, idiosyncrasies and anomalies are ram.:
pant. To describe just a few :

In district after district, equipment paid for by Federal Vocational
Education funds cannot be used by general education students. Obvi-
ously, the waste in such a prohibition is significantand absurd.

Larger districts may, devote up to 4 man-months of time and labor
to developing a package of proposals for as many as 60 separate pro-
grams. From this effort, our investigations indicate, only about two-
thirds of the applications will be approved. And many other man-
hours will be spent on followup paperwcirk generated by the "success-
ful" two-thirdshours that obviously could be better spent on more
productive pursuits.

To gain the most from the categorical approach, districts must de-
vote endless hoursand expenseto developing the art of grantsman-
ship. Obviously, the larger,. wealthier districts have a built -in edge.
But even apparently successful grantsmanship can backfire. There are
numerous instances where districts have spent more on obtaining a
grant than the grant turned out to be worth. .

Under such conditions, efforts to achieve coordinated, comprehensive
educational planning are doomed in advance. Individual community
needs must play second fiddle to the dictates of this hydra-headed sys-
tem. And ineffective, inefficient programs keep swallowing precious
msources .while new and creative ideas are starved of funds.

Problems with the categorical approach to Federal aid are equally
apparent at the State-level,. where the paperwork required is staggering.
States often establish separate units to do this work for federally
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funded programs and projects because of requirements for individual
auditing and reporting. These units and their personnel are counter-
partsreproductions on a smaller scaleof the Office of Education
units that administer the programs.

State education officials frequently work more closely with various
units of OE than with their own agencies. This means Federal funds
are managed in isolation from State resources available for the same
purposes from other federally assisted State programs.

CATEGORIZATION RES1JLTS IW WASTE

The present proliferation of categorical programs generates cor-
responding waste within the Office of Education itself. To give you
some idea of the paperwork generated at the State and local levels
which flows into the Office of Education, I have brought with me this
morning the State plans of Rhode Island and Colorado for the pro-
gram we propose to fold into the Better Schools Act. Several hundred
men and women are assigned to reviewing the mounds of paper the
Office of Education is confronted- with when all the other States sub-
mit their equally massive and detailed reports. This constitutes an
expenditure of man-hours which is largely wasted since.:

Most of this. review is essentially sterilemerely a matter of check-
ing to see that all is in order.

Instead of supplying data which can be used to evaluate and im-
prove a State's performance, the information provided frequently
amounts to no more than .a pedestrian collection of routine program
descriptions, assurances that Federal requirements are being met, and
voluminous statistics of doubtful worth.

The time required to shuffle these documents reduces the amount of
time and manpower which. the Office of Education might otherwise
devote to worthwhile technical assistance to States and local educa-
tional agencies, just as the time spent preparing them reduces the
capacity of State officials to contribute to statewide planning efforts.

It is remarkable that, despite these handicaps, most of the existing
categorical programs have had some notable successes in achieving
their original purpose. I believe there may always be a need for a few
narrowly defined programs targeted at meeting special needs. But it
is time we ceased creating a new program to meet every problem, even
when programs already exist to meet it..

I might acid it is time to terminate those programs that either have
not worked or have already served their purpose.

It is time that the Congress ceased trying to serve as a National
School Board, telling States and communities in great detail what
they should spend,and how.

It is time we returned to the historic principle of diversity and free-
dom in educationthat is as old as America itself.

IIOW THE BETTER SCHOOLS ACT WOULD WORK

I want to turn now to the details of our legislation. The program
I am about to discuss represents our basic proposal, one we believe
will provide better delivery of Federal funds for elementary and
secondary education. The formulas are complex and it is perfectly
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possible that this committee will identify desirable changes that
should be made in them.

The specific formulas are not, however, the most important feature
of our bill. Certainly one of its special characteristics is the amount
of freedom it provides to States and local school districts to receive
and use Federal funds in ways that best meet, the educational needs
of our children.

But the most important feature of our Better Schools Act is the
comprehensive new program it would authorize for education of the
disadvantaged. This program would:

(1) Concentrate spending to provide a substantial expenditure for
each disadvantaged child served ;

(2) Direct the funds to schools with high concentrations of .eligible
children ; and

(3) Restrict the use of three-fourths of the funds to instruction in
basic skills.

1. THE ALLOCATION FORMULA

The formula contains three allocation provisions : A provision which
allocates funds for pupils whose parents reside on Federal property;
a provision which allocates funds for the education of the disadvan-
taged; and a provision which allocates funds simultaneously for voca-
tional education, education of the handicapped, and supporting serv-
ices and materials.

I think perhaps if Dr. Ottina would run through these formulas and
allocations from the Federal and State level, it might be helpful for
the committee.

Mr. OTTINA. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
The rundown that I will present to the committee at this time is

based upon. the President's fiscal year 1974 request for education reve-
nue sharing of $2,771 million, and all of the calculations subsequent
are based upon that particular request. The first element that is ac-
counted for is.the payments for the SAFA "A" children.

Here what we do is take the actual count of number of children
residing on Federal property and multiply it by 60 percent of the
State average expenditure per pupil.

I believe you have some charts in your materials, these are a little bit
hard to see. They arc done in rather small print.

The two numbers that are different in this formula are 60 percent,
and that is intended to account for loss of tax revenue at the local
level, and if we look at the national distribution of revenue between
State and local, we will find locals contribute somethino. less than 60
percent. Here we are suggesting that we use the State average, 60
percent.

Senator Doignqic...:. Excuse me. You are talking about a national
average, is that right?

Mr. OTrINA. Right.
Senator DommoK; You are not talking about.school districts. What

happens where the locals contribute 10 percent?
Mr. OTTINA. They would under this proposal make out very well,

Senator.
Senator DOMINICK: Why?

97-457 0 - 73 (Pt.') - 11
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Mr. OrrINA. Because we would be reimbursing them or paying them
for 60 percent, and they would be receiving actually

Senator DOMINICK. You have got it in reverse. I am talking about.
the local people who are residents of the particular area only contrib-
ute 10 percent to the budget. The other 90 percent comes from Federal
impact payments. WTI tat are they going to do about it

Mr. OTTINA. We will be giving the locals 60 percent of the State
average expenditure per pupil. It seems to me in the particular case
you are describing it would be possible for the State to send as much
as they had traditionally in the past to those districts since they are
receiving more than their normal contribution from the Federal
Government.

Senator DOMINICK. I am not talking about more. I am talking about
a real cutback which this amounts to.

Mr. OrrINA. If the locals are only supporting 10 percent of the cost
of education, and this program is suggesting that. the Federal Gov-
ernment give them 60 percent., it seems to Me they would not be
suffering.

Senator DOMINICK. Then I do not understand your formula.
Mr. MARLAND. I think the Senator is referring to the fact that, the

individual families earning the privileges of SAFA participation are
contributing only that much to the local tax base.

Senator 1)0MINICK. That is right.
Mr. MARLAND. Not that the local tax base is only 10 percent of the

total cost of schools, but it is the families affected who are of low in-
come presumably or their property values are such that they consti-
tute a small fraction of the local revenues.

Senator DOMINICK. That is right.
Mr. MARIAN"). For that., Senator Dominick, we are trying to devise

a formula that will be universal throughout the United States, and
we are having to say that the differences should have to be made up
between local and State resources, with 60 percent, however, coming
from the Federal Government, however, which is relatively high, as
you know.

Mr. OrrINA. It would be 60 percent of the State average expenditure.
-Under the current estimate, this would be approximately $194

million, which would be taken off the top, so to speak, of this $2.771
billion and this would be passed directly through to local education
agencies, which are the units that are supporting the SAFA "A"
children. Next, we would set aside up to 3 percent for the outlying
territories, the Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the
Trust. Territory of the Pacific Islands, and Puerto Rico, irom what
would be the remainder.

This would amount to approximately $75 million, which would
leave a residue of $2.5 billion.

The formula next deals with the disadvantaged category. What
we would do is set aside 60 percent of the remaining $2.5 billion,
which in this case would amount to $1.5 billion for 1974. We would
first calculate how to distribute it among the States.

Now the distribution differs aiong the States and within the State.
So first let me describe how the State receives its share. First of all,
we -would calculate the number of poverty children that the State
has. Our bill suggests that this be at the Secretary's discretion, but
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that the Orshansky definition be the basis on which poverty children
are defined.

This definition takes into account two things that are presently
not taken into account. One is the size of the family. In other words,
the larger the family is, the higher the threshhold for poverty would
be in terms of dollars. Second, the Orshansky criteria would take
into account whether the family is an urban family or a rural family.
We would then after we have taken into account the number of
poverty children multiply by 35 percent the State average expenditure
per child, and this number or this percentage is arrived at on the basis
of our experiences that it requires a concentration of funds in order
to deal with the problems of disadvantaged. Thirty-five percent rep-
resenting approximately the level which we think is appropriate for
this particular problem.

As you will see, that would vary in .dollar amount from State to
State. To account for those States who because their inability, not
desire,' to spend money for the education of their children, we are
suggesting that if 35 percent of their average is less than 35 percent
of two-thirds of the national average, that we would use whichever is
larger.

If on basis of the amount of money that is available and dollars
calculated in such a manner each State does not receive its full funding,
it would be prorated in proportion. We are suggesting that for fiscal
year 1974 no State receive less than 100 percent of the Ands it received
in fiscal 1973 for title I payments, less a small portion that is ear-
marked for the handicapped, which will show up in one of the later
areas.

The State would receive these, funds and in its program concern
itself with programs for migrantS and for neglected and delinquents,
and withhold those funds necessary for those two aspects, but in an
amount not to exceed the basis of the per child funds.

iNow with the remaining funds, it is proposed that the local education
agencies be ranked into priority districts and other districts. Priority
districts would be those districts that have 5,000 children that qualify,
or 15 percent of their enrollment that qualifies them as disadvantaged,
and they would be first paid for by the States or accounted for by the
States. This means that all priority districts would be either fully
accounted for first or that they would be prorated on the basis of
number of poverty children. that they would have. In this particular
legislation we are suggesting that we would 0107 for the purpose of
distribution from the State to the local education agencies counting of
disadvantaged children, who are transferred from schools with high
concentrations of children from poor families to schools with.low con-
centrations of such children. We want to encourage that kind of activ-
ity and not penalize local education agencies from moving children
for that purpose.

Now we have talked about poverty here, and in the distribution to
the local education agency we are still talking about poverty. -

If funds remain after all of the priority districts have been taken
care of, the State would rank the remainder of its districts either on
the basis of the number of priority children or the percent of priority
children and then pay them on the basis of this rank of Order.

We are suggesting that no local education agency receive payments
less than $10,000, and again as we did with the States we are suggesting
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that for 1974 no local education agency would receive less than 100
percent of what it received for title I payments in 1973, less the
handicapped provision.

Now we have gotten funds from the State to the local education
agency and now the local education agency has some provisions that it
must meet. in getting the funds to the schools.

In terms of getting it to the schools, we are suggesting that instead of
the criteria. of poverty based upon family income, the local education
agency could substitute measures such as tests of academic achievement.
Seventy-five percent of the funds must he used for instruction in basic
language or mathematical skills.

After distributim!. money for impact aid, for education of the dis-
advantaged and for the outlying areas, the funds remaining would be
distributed to the States on the basis of their proportion of school
children from the ages of 5 to 17, and they would be distributed as
follows: 16 percent for the handicapped, 43 percent for vocational
education, and 41 percent for supporting services.

Let me point out that the percentages, if you are accustomed to
comparing them with our present allocation, will look different. The
handicapped will look higher, that is because we have taken the set-
asides that are presently in the disadvantaged and vocational educa-
tion programs and included them in the handicapped portions and
we have correspondingly reduced the vocational education and disad-
vantaged portions by those amounts.

2. TRANSFERS AMONG PURPOSES OF ASSISTANCE

Now the local education agencies in the State may, if they wish,
transfer 30 percent of the funds that are allocated to the State for
handicapped or for vocational education and 100 percent of the funds
that are in supporting services into any of the other areas, except im-
pact aid.

Supporting services in terms of authorization provide for the
broadest kind of expenditures, on the basis of a State determination of
local needs.

Mr. WEINBERGER. Thank you. Those are the basic ways in which the
formulas would operate, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee.

3. OPERATION OF THE PROGRAM

For each State which desires to participate under the act the chief
executive officer, the Governor, is responsible for administering the
shared revenues, except where he finds that under State law a specified
single State agency is the agency responsible for such administration.

4. PARTICIPATION OF NONPUBLIC SCHOOL CHILDREN

The bill also provides that, except where prohibited by State law,
the State would provide for the equitable participation of children en-
rolled in nonpublic elementary and secondary schools in the disadvan-
taged, handicapped, vocational, and supporting services areas. Where
existing State law prevenJ3 the participation of nonpublic school chil-
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dren, the Secretary will arrange for those children to receive similar
services and will pay for the services from the State's allotment.

Of course, 'title to and control of funds received and of equipment
purchased under.thiS act will remain in public hands.

5. CIVIL RIGHTS

In the civil rights area, the bill provides that revenues shared with
States and local districts tinder the act will be subject to the nondis-
crimination provisions of title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 with
regard to race, color, and national origin and title IX .of the Educa-
tion Amendments of 1972 with regard to sex.

. REACTIONS TO THE BILL

Even before the details of this legislation were revealed, there was
a volley of criticism-about our proposal. In part, the opposition centers
around some very real concerns whiCh we are convinced are not justi-
fied, but which nevertheless are understandable.

For example; it has been claimed that the traditional Federal focus
on providing special educational opportunities for the disadvantaged
would be lost under our proposal. This is just not true.

The Federal commitment to the disadvantaged is maintained and
even strengthened through the Better Schools Xct. The bill prohibits
shifting funds away from this purpose; it requires that all funds for
the disadvantaged except those for State programs for migrants and
the neglected or delinquent pass through directly to the local school dis-
trict by formula; it requires full comparability on basic expenditures
among schools within a district; and it defines "low-income family" so
as to take into account local conditions, so that funds flow to .districts
most in need of them.

Another area of concern about the legislation involves civil rights
protection. As I have just stated, me have provided that the non-..
discrimination provisions of title VI of the Civil Rights Act and of
title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 will apply to pro-
giquns and activities funded under this bill. We believe that this safe-
guard, along with others built into the bill, would provide full civil
rights protection.

Sonic critics have argued that there is not enough 'money in the
President's budget for this legislation. I think this indicates a mis-
understanding of our proposal-It isnot intended to be a general aid
to education bill. . .

The President's budget for fiscal year 1.974 contains a breakdown
of the existing formula grant programs consolidated by this proposal.
In proposing the Better Schools z'Act, we are proposing a, processa
method. of disbursing Federal assistance to elementary and secondary
educatiOnLrather than a new categorical program with a fixed au-
thorization. Related to this is the reaction that "present programs
would be more effective if they were fully funded; then there would
be no need for a bill to replace them." . .

At first glance this argument 'appears to have some appeal, but its
appeal resub t,n a continuation of the current grant structure.-It ignores
the obvious complexities and difficulties Which Federal categorical
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programs already pose for school administrators: In fact, full funding
of the present programs would not eliminate the need for this pro-
posal ;- it would become. even more urgent than it already is if we are
to save the elementary and secondary education system from strangu-
lation by Federal redtape.

I might say a fair sized portion of additional funding would- go
into administration and preparation of the grants, the review of
them, the automatic rejection of some, and the revision until we finally
got it in such shape that it could be awarded and with a great deal
of uncertainty attached to it.

Finally, some criticism of the leaislation springs in large part from
a conviction that State and local school districts simply art-N incapable
of administering the shared funds responsibly. This conviction is, in
my opinion, the natural if regrettable result of a self-fulfilling
prophecy.

For too long, this Nation has operated from the viewpoint that
State and local governments are too weak to carry public burdens.
Then, to make sum the prophecy came true, Federal programs con-
sistently undermined State and local governments. We think it is time
for a different prophecy.

CONCLUSION

We have learned much in recent years, and the lessons of bureau-.
cratic fragmentation in education programs should-not be lost. Clearly,
remedial action is an urgent priority if we are to make Federal aid
to education more responsive and less cumbersome. We are seeking
nothing less than a new definition of the relationship between the

-Federal GOvernment and State and local governmentsone- which
responds to present educational needs and anticipates the needs of
the future.

The special revenue sharing approaCh which we Will follow in edu-
cation stems from a desire to serve people better, not to ignore the
needs of those whom our programs were designed to serve. Our goal,
as the President affirmed in his,State of the Upion Message on Human
Resources, is "compassion that worksnot simply compassion that
means well."

We believe that the Better. Schools Act will work, and work far
better than the existing categorical bureaucratic mess which has
grown frOin compassion which simply means well.

That, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, completes
the basic statement. We will be glad to try to take your questions.

Senator PELL. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. Dr. Ottina,
I wonder if you could explain to .us briefly the essential difference
between this Revenue Sharing Act and the one that was submitted. to
the 92d Congress, and also if you could submit for the record a State-
by-State allocation of appropriations under the two proposals?'

Mr. WEINBERGER. Yes, I think we can do that later for you. We
have -most of that .pretty well put through the various tables. I think
the primary difference between the new bill and the one submitted in
the 92d Congress would be in our attempt to deal with the 32 programs
that are recommended for consolidation here. The major new factor
here is the attempt to concentrate a critical mass of funds behind dis-
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advantaged pupils. To some extent this will result in more money
being behind fewer people, but the fewer people will be more in need
than those covered under the somewhat_ broadside approach of the
past.

We have incorporated four features of the Equal Education Op-
portunity. Act into this bill. We would, however, continue to operate
the Emergency School Aid Act program as a separate project grant
program because of the desirability of insuring that it retains a .na-
tional priority..

Senator PELL. Essentially, as I understand it, the philosophy is
pretty much the same as you proposed it. With 10 percent that would
be able to move back and forth between these programs?

Mr. WEINBERGER. It varies. Mr. Ottina had a chart there. Thirty
percent could be transferred from the handicapped and vocational
education categories. We would have a transferability of 100 percent
in the fifth broad area of supporting services and materials.

Senator PELL. So it would be varying between the programs.
What would be the range?

Mr. OTTINA. No transfer of funds would be allowed in the case of
disadvantaged.

Mr. WEINBERGER. All those funds would have to go for the disad-
vantaged within that broad category. None of it would have to go
into the narrow categories that are presently existing. I guess that
is pretty much the same as last year.

Senator PELL. But the essential difference, in your view, betWeeen
this Revenue Sharing Act and the one of a year ago, is that you have
more of an emphasis upon the economically disadvantaged; would
that be true?

Mr. WEINBERGER. Yes; we are .attempting to concentrate more
hinds,. we are using newer census figures so there will be more of an
up-to-date, realistic identification of poor children, we are attempt-
ing to get more funds. behind each child; rather than spread it sort
of thinly and perhaps not do as much good to anyone as we .believe
we can to the truly disadVantaged. I would say thi5 bill is completely
consistent with the basic instruction the President gave me when we
were staff Ling to work on the budget and that is that he felt that Fed-
eral funds to the greatest extent poSsibe shmild be focused on the
people most in need rather' than being spread on a more scattered
basis. This accounts not only for the recommendations here, but for
a °Teat many others in the budget.

6Senator PELL. What I am probing for here is why do you believe
this bill will fly? are the differences that will generate support
when. the one that was sent up before last year had no popular support
or drive behind it?

Mr. WEINBERGER. Let me just say we. think the principle is still .

just as valid .and that the earlier bill should haVe gone, should have
flown. We think this is a better bill basedon some of the refinements
and new material, new methods of calculating poverty areas and
more current census data. Dr. Marland will haVe perhaps a more de-
tailed answer.

Mr. MARLAND. There is one overriding position which I-think the
'administration believes in and which keeps us deeply concerned with
advancing this idea, Senator Pell, and it is broadly as the Secretary
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has stated, the consolidation of grants..I think that we have been
encouraged over the ensuing years since we first presented this idea
before this committee with the responsiveness from the constituency
that we serve that consolidation of grants is very, very desirable.

Now, all-I-lost anyone can differ with the specifics of it. As the Sec-
retary declared in his testimony, the specific formula is open to con-
siderable discussion and negotiation with the committee, because this
is certainly not cast in bronze. But the principle, that brings us back
to yci, sir, is that the condition of administering the infinite number
of categorical programs now before us has become nearly intolerable.
Therefore, it is rational that we ask for some form of grants con-.
solidation.

Senator PELL..Incidently, which of those piles [indicating] is
Colorado and which one is Rhode Island? .

Mr. MARLAND. These are the State plans from Colorado. These are
for Rhode Island.

You could multiply this stack by 50 just to get our files on these
programs we would like consolidated, and this same kind of ma-
terial is duplicated in 16,000 communities in our land engaged in
responding to Federal initiatives in many of these areas.

Senator PELL. I would agree with yOu, but I think there is some
way of saving the baby without throwing out the bath water. We
should be able to simplify the process. We have an obligation in rais-
ing the money to make sure it is spent in accordance with Congress'
intent. Maybe we should lower our tax base, which. is a whole differ-
ent thing, and let the States have a higher State tax base and pay for
education.

Incidentally, on a local thing, I just received, as my colleagues did,
some devastating news about the closing of bases which makes some of
this impacted aid money academic, for if we do not have .the bases in
which the parents will be working, there is no eligibility. What. will
happen in communities like mine where the school systems depend
on impacted aid. They will now find themselves without Federal in-
stallations and without the tax revenue. Will HEW help in a situation
of this sort?
. Mr. WEINBERGER. Of course, the closing of bases, Senator, is partly

a function of the fact that we are spending a great deal less money
now on defense. We have fewer troops. We have the need for much
smaller number of installations, and we have reduced substantially the
defense activity. It is alwayS an automatic part of almost every com-
mittee hearing, when we come up on domestic program that we are
requested to increase the spending on that program by taking it out
of defense. Now again the suggestion is that we take something out of
defense. I gather from your use of the word "devastating" that there
will be some opposition to .that. But the simple -fact of the matter is
that we do have too big a base installation for the number.of defense
forces that we now have and need and for that reason it seems im-.
minently desirable to reduce that base structure. This will account for
part of the savings that the-President has counted on in his budget
as far as relocation problems arc concerned. As far as transitional dif-
ficulties are concerned, the Department of Labor, our department, the
D(partinent of Defense, have plans as well as personnel to assist in
this. But we cannot. maintain, I think, an artificially large base struc-
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ture for the purposes of. insurina
6

that the Federal Government con-
tinues to do everything it has ever done before.

Senator PELL. I would agree with you, except that 2,000 base faCili-
ties all around the world are being left, and the help is going there,
while our own bases are being closed.

Mr. WEINBERGER`. There are some foreign bases planned for closure.
Senator PELL. I realize we are getting a little far afield here. But this

is -very upsetting to those of us who see this happening, while the
facilities that were once promised in our area leave the country, one
of them is in Spain, and was moved there many years ago and not moved
back,

This is off the subject.
We will now recess the committee, if you will excuse me, Senator

Mondale went over earlier to vote. As soon as he comes back, I will
ask him to carry on.

{Short recess.]
Senator MONDALE [presiding pro tempore]. We are voting and the

Chairman asked me to go ahead with my questions, if it is all right
with you.

As I understand it., the theory of the main element in the so-called
Better Schools Act, is based on this proposition : the best way to help
educationally' or economically disadvantaged children is to generate
what is described as critical mass, which is carefully targeting into
the reading, math, basic skills category.

'What is your estimate of the number of children who need this kind
of special help ?

Mr. WEINBERGER. I think probably it is fair to say that more is needed
than can be financed this particular year, but this bill makes a good
start at it.

Senator MONDALE. I want to know the number that you think should.
receive the help.

Mr. WEINBERGER. Dr: Marland says around 7.5 million.
Senator MONDALE. What is a. ball-park guess as to what constitutes

critical mass, how much money ?
Mr. WEINBERGER. I think again hi this connection what we hope. to

get behind each pupil is something like $300 per pupil, and there is
nothing, of -course, which limits the amount that can be spent. That
is the adnount of Federal contribution. We .would hope tiwre might be
areas, as there are at present, where-more is made available through
the utililation of other resources.

Mr. MARLAND. May I add to that, Senator Mondale, 'because it is a
very fundamental question as part of the strategy that we are offering
here. We all know that funds provided under tide I of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act did become diffuse and 'thinly spread
in'niany, many parts of the country, so that its outcomes were not very
noticeable, as everyone tried to satisfy everyone else with a thin layer-
ing of added moneys.

This bill is significantly different in that it does call for the critical
mass idea. The figure of $300 which the Secretary has referred to is
perhaps an average across the 'country that would be the critical
mass, and we base that on some reasonably persuasive evidence from
States that have used the critical mass idea, not the least of which was
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California where measurable results derive from title I where it was
concentrated.

In some States, the, critical mass may run as high as $400 to $450,
depending upon the level of expenditure in that State.

Senator Mowniti,E..Could you submit for the record the evidence that
you referred to by way general definitionwhat schools, what kind
of achievonient levels were accomplished, what techniques were used
what sort of learning; level achievements might we anticipate, and
what kind of funding is needed in order to do so?

Mr. MARLAND. Very good.
Senator MONDALE. This is a very central issue, whether it can be

done this way or not. Your whole assumption is it can be. We, would
appreciate receiving for the. record the data that supports that.
assumption.

Mr. WEINBERGER. We have a study entitled "Effectiveness of Com-
pensatory Education," a summary and review of the evidence.

I think, as I listen to your question, Senator, it covers most of that
material..

[The information referred to follows :]
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FOREWORD

. Within the Department of Health, Education and Welfare, my
office has the responsibility for assessing the effectiveness of
all major programs. The evidence on compensatory education has
been a subject of paramount interest to this office for some
years. We know that there are millions of children who need help,
--we have sought systematically to learn how to help them.

The debate concerning the effectiveness of compensatory edu-
cation has been long and intense. The President's initiative of
March 1972 has brought about renewed public debate on the subject.
This analysis and review of the evidence concerning the effective-
ness of compensatory education has been done in order to provide
a basis for a more informed and complete discussion of a complex
issue. This work hqs been done under severe time pressures, and
is subject to those !imitations.

The Project Monitor for this effort was Dr. Constantine Menges,
Assistant Director (Planning) of the Office for Civil Rights. Col-
leagues with him in this effort have been Dr. Joan Bissell, Office
of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation; Dr. John
Evans, Assistant Commissioner for Planning and Evaluation, Office
of Education; Ms. Linda McCorkle, Office for Civil Rights; Ms. Ruth
McVay, Office for Civil Rights; and Mr. P. Michael Timpane, Direc-
tor of Education Planning, Office of the Assintant Secretary for
Planning and Evaluation. This work could not have been completed
in the short time available without the efficient and cheerful
secretarial support of Ms. Penny Al-Rawi and Ms. Belinda Hood.

Laurence E.'Lynn, Jr.
Assistant Secretary for
Planning and Evaluation

2 0 APR 1972
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ANALYSIS OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION
SUMMARY AND REVIEW OF THE EVIDENCE

INTRODUCTION

In his message to Congress concerning the Equal Educational Opportu-
nities Act of 1972 President Nixon proposed a new Federal emphasis on
compensatory education to help disadvantaged children. The President
proposed that this effort be focused on basic learning skills at re-
latively high dollar levels (about $300 per child), to result in
improved academic achievement for students in schools with high con-
centrations of poor children.

In forwarding his program, the President acknowledged that the steps
he proposed represented one judgment--carefully considered but a
judgment nevertheless--in an area where empirical evidence concerning
the probabilities and determinants of success or failure was imperfect.

As his message stated:

"For some years now, there has been a running debate
about the effectiveness of added spending for pro-
grams of ccmpensat:xy or remedial education. Some
have maintained there is virtually no correlation
between dollar input and learning output: others have
maintained there is a direct correlation; experience
has been mixed."

Based on careful assessment of available evidence, the President's
judgment was also clearly stated:

"While there is a great deal yet to be learned about
the design of successful compensatory programs, the
experience so far does point in one crucial direction:
to the'importance of providing sufficiently concentrated
funding to establish the educational equivalent of a
'critical mass,' or threshold level. Where funds have
been spread too thinly, they have been wasted or dissi-
pated with little to show for their expenditure. Where
they have been concentrated, the results have been fre
quently encouraging and sometimes dramatic."

The President's proposals involve, therefore, an affirmative answer to
the following two questions:

. Can compensatory education be made to work?
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. Does the application of concentrated compensatory re-
sources (usually at higher dollar coats) in basic
learning programs enhance the probability of success
in compensatory education?

This analysis is intended to amplify in additional detail our affirma-
tive replies to these questions and set forth some honest and prudent
qualifications which should be attached to these "yes" answers.
Secretary Richardson testified at length before the Congress on this
subject on March 24 and 27. But we feel that an additional review of
the evidence is needed at this time, because the debate on the
President's proposals for a new compensatory education effort has been
fragmentary and incomplete.

With respect to bath questions, we have been speaking in terms of prob-
abilities. We do not find in the evidence any sure-fire techniques
whereby compensatory education will always work. Similarly, the rela-
tionship between the intensity of resources (i.e., costa) and achieve-
ment results means only that a "critical mass" may increase the prob-
ability of success. There is no guarantee of success if more funds are
spent; and very expensive programs have, in fact, failed. More than re-
sources are necessary for a good compensatory education program; careful
innovative planning and effective management are also essential. At the
same time, we know that unusual combinations of circumstance and imagi-
nation have and no doubt will produce successful compensatory education
with relatively small per pupil costs..

All this we have said before. But it obviously merits repeating at each
stage of the public discussion of these issues.

In reviewing the evidence that follows, it is also important to maintain
a perspective concerning the maximum contribution which ye expect schools
to make in lifting the burden of children's economic and cultural depri-
vation. Differing perspectives on this point are among the most important
factors contributing to the divergent conclusions which reasonable men
have reached in reviewing the evidence. Some would hold that schools can
do little or nothing to overcome a poor child's personal history and en-
vironment, while others would hold that schools can overcome almost all
obstacles to learning for all children. Our assumption is that if schools
can produce improvements in learning for disadvantaged children of even a
relatively modest order, this both constitutes success when weighed against
the formidable challenge to the schools which these other conditions pre-
sent and warrants further. support and exploration.

The difficult question for national policy, then, is whether the net
weight of the evidence allows us to conclude that compensatory education
programs can be made to help reasonable numbers of disadvantaged children
to learn more effectively. ,The level of one's expe9tations for success
.s,e presently a part of any individual's answer to this question--as much
as or more than the weight of the evidence summarized below.
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PROFILE OF AVAILABLE EVIDENCE-
We have tried to gather and analyze all the evaluations of compensatory
education efforts in reading and mathematics which included pre-treatment
and post-treatment standardized achievement test data. Our survey of
the sources has been complete to the limits of our knowledge and time,
and this report includes all the evidence, positive and negative, avail-
able to the Department. There are, no doubt, flaws in some degree or
other in most of the pieces of evidence we have considered.

This evidence can be divided into two categories: large-scale evalu-
ations which include considerable numbers. of children from a wide variety
of settings--notably, the national, State and city evaluations of programs
under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965; and
situational evidence which is limited to specific projects, schools or
smaller research studies.

No one piece of evidence is either sufficiently representative of national
compensatory education programs or sufficiently definitive in its findings
for polrcymakers to make conclusions baied upon it alone. Rather, array-
ing the evidence available is more like fitting together the pieces of a
mosaic and considering the overall pattern that emerges. 1/

CAN COMPENSATORY EDUCATION BE MADE TO WORM
The appendices of this analysis constitute our review of the best national,
State and local evidence that we could find. As presented, these reviews
set forth with appropriate qualifying commentary the evidence which has
led us to conclude that the concentrated compensatory education program

proposed by the President is a sound investment for the Nation at this

time. It is in the nature of the evidence we review that unequivocal
findings, negative and positive, are equally rare.

Evidence for the effectiveness of compensatory education
The evidence presented in the appendices covers more than 16 large-scale
evaluations performed by Federal, State and local authorities concerning
their compensatory education programs. It also reviews available evidence
concerning specific projects where compensatory education succeeds, pre-
liminary results from the evaluation of the national Follow Through program
and less comprehensive State evaluations.

The studies.covered are not of equal importance in terms of their repre-
sentativeness, thoroughness, comprehensiveness, or presumed validity.
Nevertheless, the drift of the evidence seems to be unmistakable; that
compensatory education often enhances the achievement ef poor children.

1/ A more extended discussion of the evidence will'be found in the section
on "Introduction to The Evidence."

97-457U - 73 (P1.1) - 12
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Expert experience suggests that .7 grade equivalent per year is usually
the most which disadvantaged children gain in one year of school. But
in many of the compensatory education programs we discuss, sizabi pro-
poltions(often a majority) of the poor children tested seem to be achiev-
ing at a greater rate than this; while a smaller but still significant
percentage are achieving at or above the national norm (1.0 grade equiva-
lent gain per year).

The most complete data are those available from the State of California.!'
California has collected pre-treatment and post-treatment standardized
test achievement data on children receiving Title I services for the last
four years. Achievement data was collected for about 80% of all.partici-
pants in compensatory reading programs and 'analyses were conducted using
data covering about 50% of the participating children. Only that achieve-
ment data which met specified quality control criteria was included. Over
the four years covered by the data, 54% to 67% of children receiving com-
pensatory services showed a rate of reading achievement gain larger than
the usual maximum for disadvantaged children. AnOysis and results for
mathematics were similar and even slightly better. We judge this to be
clear evidence of success.

The evidence from Colorado, Connecticut, Rhode Island, and Wisconsin is
also indicative of success, but less comprehensive. Moreover, summary
evidence from many of the remaining State reports, which are summarized
in Appendix H, and which we have not had an opportunity to review, point
in identical directions. In only a few States--notably Texas and Louisiana
among those reviewed--does it appear that compensatory education had neg-
ligible or very minor effects.

The results of Title I in Los Angeles, California, pose. a more difficult
problem of judgment. There, only 17% to 32% of the children in the ele-
mentary grades receiving compensatory services improved their rate of
achievement gain above that of the average disadvantaged child without
assistancel/Yet, we are informed that those children in the Los Angeles schools

represented the most severe form of multiple economic and social disadvan-
tagement, and this leads us to judge these very modest results as indi-
cating relative "success" under the circumstances.

The evidence available to us concerning specific Title I projects, taken
together with the Los Angeles evidence, demonstrates that successful
compensatory education in settings of urban poverty poses a more difficult
but not an impossible challenge. For example, among the more that 20
successful compensatory education projects identified by a research effort
which sought to discover exemplary programs, many were inner city efforts
enrolling large proportions of disadvantaged and minority children. 3/

1/ See Appendix B.

2/ See Appendix I.

3/ See Appendix p.
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The largest of these, the More Effective Schools program in New York,
typifies the limited success of compensatory education
in such environments. In the More Effective Schools program, average
per pupil achievement gains often exceeded tha upper gain rates for
disadvantaged children, bUt usually fell short of the rate expected
of the average American child.

Preliminary evidence available in the evaluation of Follow Through shows

much the same pattern. 1 The Follow Through evaluation is the most rigor-
ous in design of all evaluations of compensatory education; but it has not

been completed. The following are the preliminary conclusions which can
be drawn from the data at this time: children receiving compensatory

help show _very small but consistent improvement in learning compared
with matched children without compensatory help; and, the more disadvan-
taged the children are, the more effective this compensatory help has been
in improving, their academic performance compared with similar children not

receiving any help.

Evidence against the effectiveness of compensatory education
The most pessimistic view of compensatory education is that it has not
worked and probably cannot be successful with disadvantaged children.
The evidence we have jest discussed contradicts this totally negative

conclusion. Yet there is considerable evidence indicating' that many com-
pensatory education programs can be assessed as unsuccessful either be-
cause too few children improved their academic performance or the rates
of improvement did not exceed that typical for poor children. Both large

scale and situational evaluations contain evidence of this k!rid.

There have been at least three large-scale evaluations which hove con-
cluded that Title I was not successful:

. An evaluation undertaken by G. E. Tempo analyzed compenua-
tory programs conducted under Title.I in 11 large citizo
during school years1965-67. The study found only sliiht.
evidence that the program enhanced achievement on averei_
and some clear instances where the children receiving sat-

-vicep had actually fallen farther'behind.2

. Two national evaluations of Title I have been conducted
under auspices of the U. S. Office of Education.3 Both
of these evaluations were undertaken, not by on-site
investigators, but through a Fedeal-State-local infor-
mation reporting system and concluded that.Title I par-
ticipants had showed no improvement in achievement gains,
compared with nonparticipants.

1/ See Appendix N

See Appendix M

3/ See Appendix M

. ,

8
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In a technical.sense, we have no dispute with the findings of these
studies. However, we would note that the first study reviewed a strik-
ingly unrepresentative sample of projects in the initial stages of
Title I's implementation, and that the two USOE evaluations were severely
limited and have the same limits as the State reporto since they are de-
rived from an information system rather than an on-site review. Also,

they are severely limited in representativeness on this issue because they
were marked by very high (over 907) non-response rates fcr useable achieve-
ment data. Furthermore, we know that the funds under this national Title
I program were, on the average, spread very thinly among many students and
that the average child received no more than one or two hours per month
assistance in reading.

Yet another body of evidence against the effectiveness of comnensatory
education is the national evaluation of the Head Start program which
concluded that full year Head Start programs produced cognitive gains
for a small proportion of participants but not for most; and that the
gains dissipated rapidly when the children entered normal school
programs.1/ This study was a well designed and well implemented one, and
its findings should be accepted. We would note,nevertheless, that Head
Start is concerned with pre-school, rather than school programs and that
little is known concerning the extent to which Head Start programs attempted
to concentrate on cognitive improvements for the participating children.
In addition, the children showing most gains were minority children in
cities. The schools which the children entered after Head Start were noL
necessarily able to provide them with theiebriched'isarning environment
needed to preserve the achievement gains; we consider that effective com-
pensatory education will require more than a single year's effort for most
disadvantaged children.

The situational evidence against compensator education is more
impressionistic--there are relatively few validated failures of compensa-
tory programs but there are many, many instances where close investigations
of claimed success showed that the evidence was lacking or unreliable.
Undoubtedly, many specific efforts labled as 'compensatory education at all
levels of cost and intensity have failed.

The evidence indicating that compensatory education has not worked is,
we judge, sobering but not overwhelming, a counsel of caution but not of
despair.

THE COLEMAN REPORT: WHAT DOES IT SAY?
The findings of the Coleman report have been a keystone for many of the
arguments that compensatory education cannot work. The Coleman report
was a study of the relationship between achievement and a variety of social,

1/ See Appendix 0
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regional and educational resource factors. The data from this analysis

have been reanalyzed by a number of scholars in the years since 1966.
One clear finding of the Coleman report is that variation in school
spending within the range of existing educational practice was not a'
significant factor in explaining differences in the achievement of

children.

The Coleman report also suggests that there are modest educational gains
associated with the attendance of minority group children in classes and

schools which are racially and socio-economically integrated.1/ This

conclusion is accepted and is not at issue here. We have not pre,,ented

compensatory education as an alternative to desegregation, but rmther as

a complementary policy.2/' It is our view that both before, during and

after transfer from racially and/or economically isolated environments
to more favorable learning centers, educationally disadvantaged children

can benefit from compensatory education services.

In this connection, it is worth noting two additional features of the

Coleman report:

As the author has recently pointed out, the Coleman report
should not be used to claim that physical desegregation is
the only educational treatment ghat can have any positive

achievement effects.3

There is no direct evidence in the Coleman report for the
conclusion, sometimes drawn from it, that compensatory edu-

cation does not work. The Coleman repoit analyzed the
existing range of school conditions in 1965-66 and had
nothing to say about situations in which'very substantial ,.
additional resources above normal school expenditures; ere
provided for basic learning programs. The Co_eman report

did not analyze any such intensive programs.

1/ See Source 79.

2/ See Appendix T,

3/ New York Times, April 9, 1972.
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EVIDENCE CONCERNING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LEVEL OF EDUCATIONAL RE-
SOURCES AND ACHIEVEMENT GAINS

With respect to the first question on whether or not compensatory educa-
tion can work, the evidence, as we have noted, is definitely.encourag-
ing. The important difference between success. and non-success appears
to depend on whethet compensatory education funds have been channeled
into traditional patterns of expenditure - -salary increRses, routine tech-
niques, etc. -- or whether they have been used to develop supplementary,
focused, compensatory education programs. The reason there is so much
evidence of failure is that resources have more often beenused in the
former rather than the latter manner.

On the second question of how closely effective compensatory education
is related to increased expenditures, the evidence, and therefore our
conclusion, is much less clear. However, on the basis of the common
semeobservation that a supplementary compensatory education program
will require additional resources, on the evidence that the elements
of programs found to be successful require significant additional.
resources (e.g., individualized instruction), and on the basis of
some fragmentary evidence from several studies which have attempted
to relate achievement gains to additional expenditures, we conclude
that al, effective compensatory education program will indeed require
significant additional resources and we have recommended as an
approximation of the needed addition the figure of $300.00. ,

To this conclusion, thought we would tenatively add another: there
is also an upper boundary of marginal costs, beyond which one would
probably be wasting money in the application of compensatory resources.
These cocolusions are based on several of the studies we have reviewed.

The'State evaluatiOns for California, Colorado, Com, .t-
icuc, and less directly, Wisconsin' all indicate a relation-
ship between costs and effectiveness as costs move up the
range from $150 to approximately $300 1

Dr. Herbert Kiesling's analysis of successful compensatory
education programs in California concludes that there is a,
,consistent and strong relationship between educational
resources'in the range of $200-$300 and achievement gains
for disadvantaged children. This Ieport does not include,
however, large city observations.

A recent examination of some state Title I reports,

as part of a larger reanalysis of Title I data', concluded that there
was no compelling evidence for a positive relationship between
supplementary compensatory education expenditures and achievement
gains. However, the same organization and authors had identified
a number of successful compensatory programs./ Most of these were

1/ See Appendices B, C, D, G,
2/ See Appendix S.
It See Source #77 and Source #75
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characterized by application of educational resources on a

'concentrated basis.

At the other end of the scale, Follow Through (at $800

$1,100 additional per pupil)and the More Effective Schools

program (at over $1,000 additional per pupil) show no evi-

dence that enormously high resources produce greater incre-

ments of achievement than programs in the $300 per pupil

range.

It must be emphasized that we use the $300 figure as an approximation for
the intensive approach--we expect variation in the actual amount depend-

ing on program characteristics. The notion of cost or a dollar arzunt

is merely a short expression for the creative use of educational re-
sources--teachers, paraprofessionals, diagnostic reading instruction
specialists, individualized curricula, and the like.

PROGRAM STRATEGY IMPLICATIONS

Our assessment of the evidence is that compensatory education can help
disadvantaged children learn and that the chances of success are
usuclly greater beyond the standard effort devoted to basic learning
programs. Yet we knaw.that money alone provides no guarantee of effec-
tiveness--there is a continuing intellectual challenge to discover the
kinds of learnira enrichment that can work with different kinds of
disadvantaged chlltht:cn and there is a need for coherent management,
innovative plannl.,..-4 and vigorous evaluation.

The state of the evidence which we have reviewed demonstrates a great
lack of fully reliable, definitive findings, with respect to either
national, state or local compensatory education efforts. We must;

(a) Sponsor longitudinal studied of the effects of
compensatory programs over longer perioda of
time upon individual students;

(b) Establish controlled experiments which can
determine more carefully than is now the case
the relationships between program design,
program costs, program management, the stu-
dents s%rved and achievement gains.

Having said we need to know more, much mete in the near future we still
conclude that we know enough now to formulate a program which will try
to meet the educational needs of millions of disadvantaged children.
This program has been shaped by our best.judgement of evidence:

we know that compensatory education can be made to work for
poor children therefore we will use this approach;

we know that poor children are most in need of educational
help-therefore we seek to focus on the schools
which substantial proportions of poor
children;
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we know that children need most help with the basic
skills, reading and aritmethic-therefore we have
stipulated that the funds be used for this purpose;

we know that successful programs often require substantial
departures from typical educational practice and
usually cost more therefore our ',;:rovision for aboul:

$300 per child in compensatory services;

we know that children learn less effectively when there is
a great degree of economic or racial isolation-
therefore our provision for a "transfer bonus"
which will encourage districts to reduce econcmic
and racial concentrations within schools and our
desire to provide priority in funding for dis-
tricts which are making efforts to desegregation
and reduce economic isolation;

we know that the Federal compensatory education program has
not been successful as whole - that funds have not
reached poor children in the correct pinportion and
that the formula grant aspects of the program have
permitted significant amounts of funds to be spent
in ways which have had only minor educational.con-
sequences for disadvantaged children-therefore we
seek a project grant program which will permit us to
attempt a coherent, focused and concentrated com-
pensatory education effort.

A well planned and managed project grant program along these lines which
combines the resources of the Fed.jral Government with the creative
enthusiasm and sensitivity of local school authorities offers the needed
assurance that we can hope for some success.
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In conclusion: a perspective

The educational aspects of the Equal Educational Opportunities Act are an
integral part of this Administration's perspective on social policy. In

his first message on Poverty in 1969, the President told the Nation about
the negative preliminary results of the Head Start program and he added:

"This must not discourage us. To the contrary it only demon-
strates the immense contribution the Head Start program has
made simply by having raised to prominence on the national
agenda the fAct--known for some time, but never widely recog-
nized--that the children of the poor mostly arrive at school
age seriously deficient in the ability to profit from formal
education, and already significantly behind their contemporaries.
It also has been made abundantly clear that our schools as they
now exist lare unable to overcome this deficiency." 1

In August 1969 the President stormitted the
Family Assistance Program to the

Congress. A major underlying assumption of the President's welfare reform

initiative was that schools could only contribute a part of the resources

needed to help poor children and that improved achievement for these

children was more related to family income. This perspective was very

much shaped by the findings of the Coleman Report.

A consistent theme of educational policy has been the search for reforms

which would help poor children. In 1970, the President stated that:

"The most glaring shortcoming in American education today con-
tinues to be the lag in essential learning skills in large
numbers of children of poor families.

"In the last decade, the Government launched a series of ambi-
tious, idealistic, and costly programs for the disadvantaged,
based on the assumption that extra resources would equalize
learning opportunity and eventually help elimin-ce poverty.

"In some instances, such programs have dramatically improved
children's educational achievement. In many cases, the pro-
grams have provided important auxiliary services such as
medical care and improved nutrition. They may also have
helped prevent some children from falling even further behind.

"However, the best available evidence indicates that most of
the compensatory education programs have not measurably helped
poor children caich up." (Emphasis in the original)2

1/ Source: 98.

2/ Source: 97.
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At that time the President concluded that "more of the same," whether in
programs called compensatory education or in regular school practices
simply would not provide the effective help needed by poor children.
A major part of the reform which the President proposed was establishment
of a National Institute of Education, which is to provide a Federal basis
for stimulation of educational innovation and the discovery of programs
and practices that can be effective.

Similar themes were m.r.ated in the President's recent message on the Equal
Educational Opportunities Act-:-routine compensatory and school programs are
not enough; there is a need.for innovative concentrated compensatory efforts
focused on basic learning skills 'in order to help poor children.

Once again the Congress has before it a proposal intended to help millions
of poor children--we know that the problems are too great to wait for our
completely certain knowledge. Responsibility requires thatwe make our
best efforts on the basis of the knowledge before us.
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APPENDIX A

INTRODUCTION TO THE EVIDENCE

16-17

As in most areas of social policy analysis and research, there are profound
epistemological problems in the literature dealing with the evidence on
compensatory education whatever the techniques of analysis. However careful
the design of a study, there are likely to be different opinions concerning
its validity, its intrinsic meaning and its relation to' governmental policy
alternatives.

Thera is a.paradox of first magnitude inherent in most social and educational
research: if a study is as completely rigorous as might be required to pro-
vide clear and unmistakable conclusions, its findings will be difficult to
project into the real world; and, conversely, those analyses which are done
in the midst of real, school practices are more relevant to policy but more
likely to be flawed In method and precision of conclusion. But, we add that
it is possible to undertake policy relevant studies that are carefully de-
signed and conclusive.

low to Assess Progress in Learning

The evidence we have summarized is on the whole limited to studies which contain
pre- and post-test standardized achievement data. This implies a significant
decision on our part to consider as evidence, positive and negative, a set
of measures which it has argued tend to understate the capabilities and
achievement gains of poor children because of various content and measurement
biases. We do not feel that standardized tests are the only way to measure
the achievement of children and we do agree that progress in educational
measurement is vitally needed so that all economic and cultural groups will
be fairly ausessed. Nevertheless, for the purpose of this analysis we felt
it essential to limit our consideration to achievement data because it pro-
vides the only basis for an accumulation of evidence across su:h a wide
diversity of studies and is the only commonly accepted set of measures now
available.

Among those who agree on the use of achievement test data there is a basic
question concerning the use of "achievement gain" scores- es measures for
improvement. One point of view is that even if a child gains at the rate
of one year per year of instruction but still ends the sixth grade at a
reading level of 4.5 (instead of 6) he has not really made much progress.
This is a matter of judgment. The illustration below contrasts the grade
level attained by children who progress normally and the usual pattern
for disadvantaged children which results from the typical pattern of cumula-
tive lag in reading attainment.
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FIGURE 1: Progress of three children at different rates
from the same starting point

This illustration makes clear that the first step in helping disadvan-
taged children is to improVe the rate at which they D.:ernas long as that
remains at the maximum rate of .7/year for each year of instruction, these
children fall farther behind-each year (examples B and C). For that reason
we judge improvements above that typical for disadvantaged children in the
achievement rate to constitute successful compensatory education.

Clearly, we consider compensatory education to be much more successful and
effective when the absolute achievement level of the disadvantaged children
is at or above that typical for their grade. And without question the
ultimate objective of compensatory efforts should be to help disadvantaged
children achieve the same reading levels as their classmates.

Booed Issues of Data Validity

Except for the very carefully controlled, small scale research studies, in
all the evaluations of compensatory education, we are faced with one or
another set of data problems which create uncertainty. Let it be noted
that these uncertainties apply as much to the negative as to the positive
evaluations of compensatory education. There are two major kinds of
uncertainties: those pertaining directly to the validity of the achievement
results; and, those relevant to the nature of the sample from which the
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results are drawn and hence to the generalizations possible as a result
of any particular study. These are separable issues: a study may be
valid for the group of children it has included whether or not that group
of children is representative of all the children in a given community,
state or nation, or any category of children such as "disadvantaged
children."

Of particular concern in this discussion is the intrinsic validity of the
studies because we know that there is no evidence available on compensatory
education which is or could be truly reflective of the United States as
a whole--and this epplies to the national evaluations of Title I which
were based upon achievement (Ate derived from an unrepresentative sub-
group of children in a sample that was intended to be representative.

The following is a brief discussion of the effects of the major problems
associated with large-scale evaluations which use reported data. This
applies to the two national evaluations of Title I, the state evaluations
of Title I and all the city evaluations except for the specific sub-studies
which used control or matched comparison group designs and the same achieve-
ment tests.

A. Pre- and Post-test results reported for different children

Effect: If this happens because of the movement of children, especially
disadvantaged children in and out of schools during the year,
then the effect is to understate the real achievement gains
of children.

If this is due to conscious substitution of better performing
children, then of course the effect is to overstate achieve-
ment gain.

- .

B. Mixing of'different tests as a basis for obte.taing overall average gains

Effect: There are statistical procedures-for substantially neutralizing
-the distorting effects of the large variations in the recults
obtaindd with the same children on different tests.. If these
techniques are not used the effect can be to understate or
exaggerate the achievement results d:2-Inding on how the scores
are derived and overall averages computed.

C. Use of out of phase tests

Effect: May understate or overstate achievement gains depending on
whether a "floor" or "cellthg" test has been used.

U. Poor test administration and normal clerical errors

Effect: May either understate or overstate gain.

19



186

20

E. Regression toward the mean

Effect: Due to intrinsic aspects of certain analytical procedures
and measurement errors (test unreliability) low scoring
students may score higher on a post-treatment test in the
absence of any special tret rent effect. The extent of
this effect varies with a lr of factors.

The cumulAtive weight of such errors can cf course be very large. One
assumes that the states and cities which regularly and systematically
conduct large scale evaluations of compensatory education take means to
reduce the errors due to these and other factors. The State of California
for example used pre-treatment and post-treatment test data in its 1970-71
analysis only when assured that it was for the same children; and it has
devised procedures to eliminate error due to mixing of scores from different
staLJardized tests. and out of phase testing.

Basis for selection of evidence

This review is based on all the evidence known to tha Department at this
time. All federally funded evaluations of ESEA Title I and all major
analyses of other compensatory programs have been included. Most state

'evaluation reports containing achievement test data have been included.
The state reports which had the most achievement data were analyzed in
greater depth. The first HEW analysis of state evaluation report achieve-
ment data was done in 1970 and identified the comparatively few reports with
substantial amounts of data.

There are undoubtedly other city or county evaluations of compensatory
education in addition to those we have included. But those we have
summarized are the only ones known or available to HEW. The "situational.
evidence" his been selected to provide examples of fairly rigorous
evaluations of succ.rmsful compensatory nrograms.

Our intention-has-been to present the major work relevant to the policy
issues under c5nsiouzation--it has not been our. intention to undertake
a comprehensive_academic;survey of everything written about every compen-
satory education project.
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APPENDIX B 21-22

CALIFORNIA

Issue: Does Compensatory Education Work?

In California students are usually selected for participation in Title I
programs only if their achievement rate has been less than .7 year's
growth for each year in school.1 This means that we can assume a
maximum of .7 month gain per month of school to be the baseline of compara-
tive performance for chile en receiving compensatory services in that state.

Using a state-wide testing program with pre-treatment and post-treatment
comparisons using standardized achievement tests, the state conducts a large
scale annual evaluation of the effectiveness of Title I compensatory cervices.
In the 1970-71 school there were additirnal efforts to ensure the validity
of the results and achievement test data for 113,408 children of the 248 289
children participating in the reading program met the rigorous criteria.
The analysis. indicates that 61% of the participating children made achieve-
ment gains in reading greater than would have been expected without compensatory
services (see California Table I below).

CALIFORNIA TABLE I

RmidingAchievementGahts;fESEA,Titkl,PublicSchoolSwdents
by Grade Level, 197041 /2

Grade
level

Number
of

students

Percent of students, by month's growth

Substantial
1.5a.

Moderate
Little or none
0,0 oc less1.0 to I.: 0.7 to 0.9

One 10,780 5.2 19.4 22.9 52.5

Two 14,391 4.4 29.7 32.6 33.3

Three 23,438 2.5 14.1 43.3 40.1

FOLIC 20,236 10.4 20.0 29.7 39.9

Five 18,444 7.3 13.7 35.6 43.4

Sig 17,525 6.7 13.4 43.1 36.8

Seven 2,185 13.8 34.9 32.5 18.8

Eight 1,838 13.4 19.8 35.0 31.8

Nine 2,725 21:4 28.5 33.6 16.1

Ten 1,267 17.7 33.5 31.0 17.6

El.ven 405 12.6 35.1 38.0 14.3

Twelve 174 39.1 33.3 16.1 11.5

Total or

average 113,408 7.0 18.6 35.5 38.9

7.0 54.1 38.9

Source: 10

. 2 Achievement test data was included only when preand post standardized
test data on the same children were available. Also, results were only
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Of particular note is the fact that 26% of all these children showed rates of
gain above that typical for children who are not disadvantaged.-L

In mathematics performance the results are similar. Achievement test data
for 103,339 students was analyzed and showed that 69% gained at a rate
greater than customary for disadvantaged pupils. Of these, 32% showed ac-
achievement gains greater than expected for the average pupil (see California
Table.II).,

CALIFORNIA TABLE II

Mathematks Achievement Gains of ESEA,
Tide I, Public School Students

by Grade Level, 197041 /2.

Grade
level

Number of
students

Percent of students,
by month's grewth

SubstantLal

1.5+

Moderate Little or
none

0.6 or less1.0 to 1.4 0.7 to 0.9

One 9,223 3.2 16.3 17.1 63.4

TWO 11,836 7.3 22.7 18.2 1.

Three 20,982 7.8 36.2 33.7 22.3

Your 19,773 10.1 35.3 35.3 19.3

rive 17,559 7.8 16.1 50.7 25.4

Ste 16,517 5.3 13.8 40.6 40.3

Seven 2,200 3.6 15.3 32.8 48.3

Eight 1,810 11.4 2.6 41.1 44.9

Win. 2,129 13.2 22.3 25.8 78.7

Ten 859 19.4 15.1 22.0 43.5

Eleven 281 5.7 62.6 7.5 24.2

Twelve 170 64.1 9.4 - 1.2 25.3

Total 103,339 7.6 24.3 36.8 31.3
Or

average 7.6 61 1 31.3

included if more than 25 children in a school had taken the tests for a
specific grade level.

1 Source:10p. 12.

2 Source:10p. 19.
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Trend over time

A comparison of reading achievement results over the last four school years
dhows that the proportion of disadvantaged pupils showing improvement above
the baseline ranged from 52% in 1967-68 to 67% in 1569-70. (See California

Table III).

CALIFORNIA: TABLE III

Reading Achievement Gains of ESEA, Title I, Public School Students
1967-68 Through 1970-711

Year Achievement Results
(% of pupils)

Substantial Moderate Little or
gain gain No gain
(1.5+) (.7-1.4) (.6 and

less)

1970-71 7 54. 39.

1969-70 9.4 57.5 33.

1968-69 15.5 55.2 29.2

1967-68 10.9 40.6 48.6

Sours,;! p. 13 (Percentages prorated to 100% for those children

included in the analysis)

97-951 0 - 73 07t. - 1.3
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Non-public schools

These positive results also hold for children receiving compensatory
services in the non-public schools. Reading achievement data was analyzed
for 4,394 children in the 1970-71 school year and indicated that 68% showed
gains larger than expected of disavantaged children. More than 32% of these
children gained at a rate greater than the expected national norm. In math-
ematics achievement 69% of the 3,548 children whose scores were analyzed
showed gains greater than might have been expected for disadvantaged
children.1 (See California Table IV below)

CALIFORNIA - TABLE IV

Achievement gains for non-public school pupils: Reading
and Mathematics, 1970-71

Percent of students by month's growth
Number of Substantial Moderate Little or none

Subject students 1.5* 1.0 to 1.4 0.7 to 0.9 0.6 or less

Reading 4,394 10.4 26.9 30.5 32.2

Mathematics 3,548 11.5 60.0 29.0

Source:10p. 20 (Percentages reflect the proportion of students'in
different gain dategories among those with analyzed
achievezent%.v. 1) .
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Another type of evidence concerning effectiveness

Using 1970-71 data the California Department of Education selected a
sample of schools with "saturated" Title I services - more than.75% of the
enrolled children were Title I participants. Then a random selection was
made of a set of schools matching the saturated schools in ethnicity but
without any children receiving Title I services. The result of a comparison

of the achievement test results for the two groups of children was that
they were nearly identical.' This finding is very important because it
is a fact that the children in schools where75% or more of the children
receive Title I services are the most disadvantaged in the state and the
comparison group is likely to have contained only a small proportion of
disadvantaged children. The results suggest that even in this "worst case"
comparison the saturated coupensatory program was able to bring the absolute
achievement level of the most disadvantaged children up to equality with
their better-off peers.

A second difficult case analysis was conducted with the 1970-71 data.
Picking two grades arbitrarily, results were examined for the children
who performed least well in the pre-treatment tests (those in the lowest
quartile 4. .2GE). The expectation would be that these children constitute
a severe test of the efficacy of compensatory education. The results in-
dicate that significant proportions of these children have made gains above
.7--note, howrver, that none in the third grade made substantial gains
(see table California 5).

CALIFORNIA TABLE V
Achievement Gain Rates for Children in the Lower Quartile

of Initial Performance--Reading, 1970-71

Number Proportions in achievement gain groups 1

Grade Test Analyzed Substantial Moderate Little or none
(1.5 +) (.6- )

3 CTBS 1,000

3 Stanford 3,500

6 CTBS 3,00n

50-65% 30-409.

65% 35%

8% 67% 25%

Source: Analysis provided the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare by the California state Department of Education,
working papers.

1/ Specifically a mean raw score of 45 for the third grade in the saturated
Schools and 46. for the children in the matched schools. Sources:

print-Put from SEA.
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Is there a relationship between cost and probability of success?

Since the 1969-70 school year California has modified its Title I regu-
lations to emphasize that services should be concentrated at the level
of at least $300 per child.1 This formalized a preference that has been
evident in the state department of education at least since the 1967-68
school year.2 Dr. Alexander Law, Chief of Program Evaluation for the
State, reports that for the 1970-71 school year he has audit and other
evidence suggesting that local districts have in fact allocated their funds
in accordance with be $300 per child guideline and that there is little
likelihood of a large variation in supplementary per pupil expenditures
above that level because most districts prefer to reach as many children
as possible.

This strongly suggests that the California Title I program for 1970-71
can be considered a fairly good test of the intensity hypothesis. Under
these assumptions, our judgment is that the high proportions of children
making improved gains in reading and mathematics strongly suggests that
the strategy of concentrating resources at some "critical mass" level is
a sensible one. This does not mean that this is sufficient condition for
success as is indicated by the 40% of the children who made no improved
gains in reading and the. 31% showing no improvement in mathematics in
1970-71.

The average $300 per child in Title I funds was not all used for basic
learning programs in reading and mathematics. It is in fact not possible
to separate this aggregate figure into its components on a school by
school basis'and thereby derive a direct correlation with mean achievement
test scores by school. However, an average of supplementary funds for
reading and mathematics for the Title I participants has been calculated
which includes Title I and other compensatory aid sources: in 1970-71
the average child received $242 in compensatory.reading services and $140
in mathematics compensatory services. This average amount for reading
reinforces the notion of a "critical mass" while the lesser amount for
mathematics in combination with the positive performance results shows
that the intensity needed may vary from subject to subject.

Questions about the cost data

The FY 1969 California state report conclud:d that there seemed to be a
strong and clear relationship'between'cost and achievement gains in com-
pensatory programs. As a result the U. S. Office of Education sent two
individuals to consult with state officials: they collaboratively pre-
pared a quickly done analysis of 709 Title I projects where cost and
achievement data were both available.3 A brief summary of that joint
analysis follows:

1/ Source: p. 3.
2/ See, passim Sources:

3/ This is the California study cited by the President in his message on
EEOA, March 17, 1972.
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CALIFORNIA TABLE VI
1

Relationship Between Cost and Achievement

Very Least

Substantial Substantial Moderate Achievement

Achievement Achievement Achievement Cain

Cain (2.0+) Cain (1.4 Cain (less

Total (2.0+) (1.4 - 1.9) (1.0 - 1.4) than 1.0)

# pupils 10,522 2,434 2,664 N/A

i

5,419

Z of sample 100% 23.1% 25.2% N/A 51.5%

Average per
pupil expenditure N/A $298 $271 N/A $160

The liminations of that cost data have been well noted in the original
WOE document and the subsequent HEW summary. ,Thin 1968-69 analysis
was seen as a preliminary one at best.

Because of strong interest on the part of the Los Angeles County Board
of Education in the findings of that state evaluation, the County
undertook its study of the relationship between cost and reading achievement
for the group of districts within its jurisdiction? That study concluded
that "there was little evidence of relationship between cost and reading

achievement . . . in the programs analyzed ".3

This analysis was carefully done and one must accept that conclusion for
the 30 districts analyzed and for the 1968-69 school year. Two important

points are worth noting: the authors themselves state that there is a
good chance that the absence of a relationship is due to the inaccuracy
and adequacy of the cost data available to them rather than to a
demonstrated non-relationship; secondly) the Los Angeles County analysis
has been used by some to refute the 1968-69 California state report -
but these two reports considered different sets of districts.

Concerning the general validity of the cost data used for the joint
'USOE/SEA analysis in 1968-69 the officiain in California admit that the
cost data is far from perfectly accurate ani reliable yet they contend
that those were the "reasonable estimates e those most able to make

reliable statements about costs" the local school authorities.4

1 / Source for this table is data used to prepare the FY 1969 California
State Report. A sample of 10,522 students in Title I projects with
reading as primary emphasis. The 10 largest were not included because
of late submission of data. Expenditures were derived from LEA evalu-
ation reports, LEA application forms an LEA financial reports.

Source49p. 15

Dad., p. iv

Dr. Vincent Madden, Chief, Bureau of Compensatory Education,
Evaluation and Research, Sacramento, Clnifornia
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COLORADO 29-30

Issue: Does compensatory education work?

In Fiscal Year 1971 the Colorado State Department of Education collected
reading achievement data for a sample of participating Title I public
pupils. A random sample survey stratified according to size of grant
was sent to 50% of the reading projects; reading achievement data for
various pre and post tests were received and analyzed for 1,777 pupils
in grades 2-8. These scores accounted for approximately 12% of all
pupils receiving Title I remedial funds in reading in Colorado, however,
the scores probably are not representative of the entire state progress.
Noteworthy gains in reading were demonstrated by this set of pupils.
Table I presents the average gain in grade equivalents. per month for
these pupils; it should be kept in mind that the disadvantaged child is
characterized as achieving at approximately .07 GE/month.1 Out of these
1,777 pupils, 1,430 of 80% achieved at .08 GE/month or greater, 25% of
those gaining or 351 pupils showed substantial gain by achieving at .15
GE/month or greater.

In Colorado a substantial number of remedial reading programs are financed
through a three year program ending this year entitled the "Educational
Achievement Act of Colorado." The purpose of the funds is to concentrate
efforts on pupils significantly below grade level in reading achievement;
for example, pupils considered for the project were normally two or more
years below grade level in reading ability. During 1970-71, 6,521 public
pupils received compensatory reading instruction from funds provided by
this act; an evaluation in October, 1971, conducted by the University of
Denver 2 represented. 5,667 pupils or 87% of the compensatory reading
instruction population. The evaluation organized the data according to
six types of programs. (See Table II). The mean gain in reading achieve-
ment test scores was moderate to substantial and varied from a low of .65
grade equivalents to 1.19 GE (normally the disadvantaged pupil achieves
at'a level of .7 GE). The project objective of producing a one-year gain
in reading achievement test scores was met in one-half of the programs.

It is of interest to note that the senior high pupils in program 1 which
received the lowest change in achievement (their scores fell below their
pre-test scores by .73 years) were also the pupils found to be absent
from school the greatest amount of time (approximately 6 days a month).

Selected Site

A Title I evaluation for FY 71 was done in Poddre School District RI,
Colorado, between a treatment and control group showing a significant
impact on reading achievement for 447 fourth grade Title. I students
compared to 502 similar fourth grade non-Title I students. (See Table III 3)

1/11 this entire review we use .7 GE per year gain as the maximum performance
for most disadvantaged children and this is what we mean by "typical" - we
do not use this as the mean of the gains shown by disadvantaged children.

2An Evaluation of the Com ensator Readin: Pro rams Resultin from SB 174
for the 1970-71 School Year, prepared by the Bureau of Educational Research,
University of Denver, October, 1971. Source: 12

3Colorado Annual Evaluation Report Title I ESEA. FY 1971, pp. 55-57
Source: 14
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A greater percentage of students were found to be reading above the expected
reading grade in Title I schools than in non-Title I schools.

Issue: Is there a Relationship Between Cost/Intensity and Probability of
Success?

The Title.I Colorado evaluation for Fiscal Year 1969 concluded that the
evidence presented by ranking projects according to academic achievements
in reading, language arts, and mathematics indicates that a per pupil
expenditure of more than $200'correlates with successful achievement.
Table IV presents this evidence - the most successful reading projects
were found to have an average per pupil expenditure of $285, the most
successful language arts projects $225 and the most successful mathematics
projects $169. This compares to the middle project averages for those
subjects of t178, $207 and $175. The reading data presented in the state
report is based 'upon the selective ranking of.15 projects out of a total
of 42 reading projects, while the scores for language arts are presented
more completely by showing 9 of 11 language art projects with achievement
data.

The 1971 evaluation of the Educational Achievement Act of Colorado has
given some analysis of par pupil expenditures related to achievement
gains in reading scores. (See Table V). The per pupil expenditures
varied considerably; and interestingly, the least expensive program
(Program 2 at $66/pupil) experienced one of the higher averages of gain
in reading achievement (1.08 GE). However, it is worth noting that pro-
jects were grouped under this program because they employed teacher aides
utilizing commercially prepared reading programs, and by looking at the
last column on Table V it is realized that for all other programs the
average per-pupil expenditure involved in producing a one-year gain in
reading achievement test scores was always above $250.

Limitations of the Data

Although the reading achievement data from FY 1971 was taken from a
stratified random selection of.projects, some of the surveyed projects
did not report achievement data and the 1,777 student sample is probably
limited in its representativeness of the entire state. Colorado does not
administer a state-wide testing program; it is assumed the test scores
reported from each project are comparable. The analysis of the data was
done quickly and little is known about the characteristics of the children
in the sample (i.e. minority or most economically deprived).

The cost data presented in the FY 1969 report does not show information
for the total sample. Reanalysis of the data given, however, does indicate
there is a relationship between cost and success. The method of estimating
costs is not stated nor are the primary objectives of the projects.



(-
2

-

A
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
G
a
i
n
 
-
i
n
 
G
r
a
d
e
 
E
q
u
i
v
a
l
e
n
t
s
/
M
o
n
t
h

S
u
b
s
t
a
n
t
i
a
l
 
G
a
i
n
 
.
1
5
+

M
o
d
e
r
a
t
e
 
G
a
i
n
 
.
1
1
-
.
1
4

L
o
w
 
G
a
i
n
 
.
0
8
-
.
1
0

N
o
 
G
a
i
n
 
-
 
.
0
7

G
r
a
d
e

#
 
P
u
p
i
l
s

#
 
S
a
m
p
l
e
s

#
 
P
u
p
i
l
s

#
 
S
a
m
p
l
e
s

#
 
P
u
p
i
l
s

1
 
S
a
m
p
l
e
s

1
 
P
u
p
i
l
s

#
 
S
a
m
p
l
e
s

2
3
5

2
7
5

3
1
0
4

5
1
0

1

3
6
0

2
5
9

4
1
0
0

4
6
2

4

4
'

5
4

3
8
0

5
1
3
5

4
7
5

6

5
6
4

4
1
3
7

6
3
9

2
5
2

4

6
2
9

3
8
0

5
1
3
4

6
3
7

3

7
8
6

5
-

'
 
3

1
9
5

3
4
4

3

8
2
3

2
3
3

2
5

1
6
7

3

T
o
t
a
l

3
5
1

2
1

4
6
7

2
6

6
1
2

2
5

3
4
7

2
4

T
o
t
a
l
s
.

9
6
 
S
a
m
p
l
e
s

1
,
7
7
7
 
P
u
p
i
l
s

C
o
l
o
r
a
d
o
 
F
Y
 
7
1
 
-
 
R
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
,
 
T
i
t
l
e
 
I

S
o
u
r
c
e
'
:

R
e
a
n
a
l
y
s
i
s
 
o
f
 
C
o
l
o
r
a
d
o
 
A
n
n
u
a
l

E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
 
T
i
t
l
e
 
I
 
F
Y
 
7
1

a
n
d
 
u
n
p
u
b
l
i
s
h
e
d
 
d
a
t
a
 
f
r
o
m
 
C
o
l
o
r
a
d
o

p
r
i
n
t
o
u
t
 
1
1
/
1
0
/
7
1



197

33

TABLE II

Summary of Reading Test Data
Evaluation of Educational Achievement Act of Colorado

Grade Level. 1

Program Number
2 3 4 5 6

Average for
Grade Level

Elementary
(K-6)

Mean Pre-test 2.22 2.26 2.36 No 2.24 N/A 2.25

Mean Post-test 2.99 3.20 3.15 Data 2.89 N/A 3.06

Difference .77 .94 .79 .65 N/A .81

N L990 1053 972 33 81 N/A

Junior High
(7-9)

Mean Pre-test 4.57 4.51 4.63 N/A N/A 2.53 4.59
Mean Post-test 5.62 6.42 5.77 N/A N/A 3.56 5.73
Difference 1.05 1.91 1.14 N/A N/A 1.03 1.14

N 324 46 801 N/A N/A 11

Senior High
(10-12)

Mean Pre-test 7.41 7.51 6.53 N/A N/A N/A 6.98
Mean Post-test 6.68 9.29 7.56 N/A N/A N/A 8.25

Difference -.73 1.78 1.03 N/A N/A N/A 1.27
N 15 150 191 N/A N/A N/A

Average for
Program
Mean Pre-test 2.58 2.97 3.69 No * 2.24 2.53
Mean Post-test 3.38 4.05 4.65 Data 2.89 3.56

Difference .80 1.08 .96 .65 1.03.
N

N/A indicated that program was not implemented at that grade level.

*
The reading achievement test data for the Program 4 districts were received
after the evaluation was completed. A .mean gain in reading achievement
test scores of 1.19 years was observed for this district.

Source: An Evaluation of the Compensatory Reading Programs Resulting from
SB 174 for the 1970-71 School Year, October, 1971, p. 10.
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TABLE III

POUDRE. COLORADO - TITIE I COMPARISON

The current standing in reading of all fourth grade Poudre RI students has been
carefully tabulated by the Reading Services Center Using scores from the California
Mental Maturity and California and Reading Tests given in September. In order to
make an impartial comparison between Title and Non-Title Schools the Expected Reading
Grade for each was calculated using the Gates-MeKillop formula with the following
results:

Title Schools

4th Grade Students tested twice

Non-Title Schools

447 502

79 136 I.Q. Range 79 - 140

65% - 35% Ratio between Ugh I.Q. and low I.Q.
students

84% - 16%

2.0 - 7.8 Grade Placement Range 2.0 - 8.5

3.0% Reading 1 or more years above ERG 6%

60.0% Reading at or near ERG 51.0%

37.0% Reading 1 or more years below ERG 48.4%

What has been accompliaed since 1966 when reading
specialists began working in Title Schools? One
Title and one Non Title School were carefully sur-
veyed. Those two schools were chosen because their
boundaries have remained relatively stable.

Title Schools Non Title Schools

1966 1969 1966 1969

48%-52% 32%-68% High -low I.Q. ratio 89%-11% 88%-12%

4% 16% Reading 1 or more years above ERG 5% 0%

67% 66% Reading at or near ERG 74% 44%

25% 10% Reading 1 or more years below ERG 21% 56%

Source: Colorado Annual Evaluation Report, Title I E3EA, FY 1971, p. 57.
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TABLE IV 35

Colorado Achievement Related to Cost

RANKING *

Toppi'sjecte Middle Projects Bottom Projects

Reading
# Pupils
# Projects

Mean Change in
T-score

2202
5

3.4

4151
5

2.5

1432
5

-1.4

Aver. per pupil $285 $178 $112

Expend.

Language Arts
# Pupils 403 604 13,730
# Projects 3 3 3

Mean Change in 2.3
_ . ._

1.9 -2.4

T-score

Aver. per pupil $225 $207 $167

Expend.

Mathematics
# Pupils 5,036 15,232 1,207

# Projects 5 5 5

Mean Change in
T-score 5.4 1.2

Aver. per pupil $169 $175 $146
Expend,

*Projects were ranked on the basis of two factors: the mean change in
T scores (a score conversion for Colorado which includes the standard
deviation) and the percentage change in the proportion of students who
scored below the lowest quartile, the greater the reduction of pupils
in that quartile, the higher the project was ranked.

Source: Colorado Annual Evaluation Report Title I, FY 1969, pp. 9-13,
reanalysis of the data presented. The averages for the projects
were recalculated by multiplying the number of students bs the
P.P.E., adding the results and dividing by the number of students
and similarly multiplying the-changes in T-scores for each.
project by the number of students in tiat shift and dividing
by the total number of students for each category.
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37-38

APPENDIX D

Connecticut

A. Does Compensatory Education Work?

The number of pupils served in Connecticut compensatory programs has
decreased each year since 1968. Prior to that date, school districts
attempted to reach an increasing number of children each year. This
approach of spreading out limited funds did not greatly change mea-
sured achievement of the disadvantaged. After 1968, school distzicts
began to concentrate program efforts on fewer pupils with the expecta-
tion that more programs Would 1.3 successful. Since 1968 the number
of program participants has decreased from 98,769 to 56,093 in the
1970-71 school year (Table 1). Along with th' increased concentration
of services perchild came ar increased number of programs in which
the Stato's most seriously disadvantaged pupils did well.

Programs serving the severely disadvantaged are defined as those pro-
grams where the average pre-test achievement scores are at least one
year below grade level. 142 of the State's 351 compensatory programs
served severely disadvantaged pupils in 1970-71. In 109 of these 142
programs the pupils achieved, on average, a year or more growth in
basic skill areas over the course of 1970-71. Seventy-nine (79) of
the 109 exemplary districts served public pupils; the remaining pro-
grams served non-public pupils.

B. Is there a relationship between cost/intensity and probability of
success?

Reading test gain rates for the 79 public exemplary programs were com-
pared to five other factors by means of product moment correlation
coefficients. The results of the correlation tests for the public
school exemplary programs show that program costs are positively
related to program test results (Table 2).

In order to insure that this finding was not peculiar to the exemplary
programs the test was replicated for all 145 public programs serving
elementary grades and having pre-treatment and post-treatment reading
test data. The positive relationship between program costs and rate
of achievement proved consistent (x=4-.292, significant at the 1% level).

Program cost data are presented in table 3.

C. Limitations of the Data

Standardized achievement test data are reported by program in varying
measurement units which required computational conversion to a camper-
able rate of gain which may introduce some degree of bias to the data.
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CONNECTICUT - TABLE 1

COMBINED COMPENSATORY PROGRAM STATISTICS: 1970-71

UNDUPLICATED COUNT OF PUPILS AND COMBINED STATE AND FEDERAL AID

Year
Public
Pupils

Nonpublic
Pupils

Total
Pupils

State and
Federal
Dollars

Program
Per Pupil
Expenditure

1970-71 50,775 5,318 56,093 $18,662,744 $333

1969.70 59,633 8,276 67,909 18,466,605 272

1968-69 69,119 8,042 77,161 13,895,775 180

1967-68 92,19P 6,571 98,769 13,889,171 140

1966-67 '1,084 4,406 75,490 13,544,765 179

1965-66 58,018 2,788 60,806 8,631,431 141

CONNECTICUT - TABLE 2

EXEMPLARY PROGRAMS IN PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN READING TEST GAIN RATES AND OTHER FACTORS

Number of
Variable Programs

Correlation
Coefficient Relationship

grade promotion 73 + .03 not significant

school attendance 70 - .01 not significant

program $ expenditure 75 + .32 significant (.01
level)

town $ expenditure 75, + .12 not significant

program hours 75 + .10 not significant

Compensatory Education in Connecticut 1970-71 prepared by the
Connecticut State Department of Education. p S 28 Source: 15.
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CONNECTICUT - TABLE 3
..

Type of Compensatory Program

Median
per pupil
expenditure

Exemplary programs in public elem. schools .$383

All elementary compensatory reading programs 337

All compensatory programs 357

Compensatory Education in Connecticut 1970-71 prepared by
the Connecticut State Department of Education Source: 15.

w.
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APPENDIX E

RHODE ISLAND

41-42

A. Does Compensatory Education Work?

Evaluation of published results of standardized statewide
Gates- MacGinitie reading tests administered to participants in
compensatory reading programs for two consecutive academic yeara
(1968-69 and 1969-70) indicates that substantial gains were made
during each year's participation in the compensatory reading
programs. More than 3,000 pupils were tested each year; all were
educationally' deprived children attending schools serving the
highest proportion of low income families.

An examination of the pre-program test scores shows that
the participants average reading level was well below their grade
level. This was increasingly true with each successive grade
(Table 1). Examining the post-program test scores shows these
same problem readers gaining in average reading scores at a
faster than normal rate for their ages during the course of the
compensatory program (Table 2).

Examination of the second year's (1969-70) post test scores
reveals that ehe average reading score for 2nd, 3rd, 6th and 10th
grade was at or above grade level,. and all other average grade
scores had shown substantial increaie, although not yet reaching
grade level. This was an imi:ovement over the previous years
(1968-69) test results, where only the 2nd grade average post
test score was at or above grade level.

In terms of average monthly gains, the compensatory reading
pupils in grades 2 through 10 showed a pre-program range of 0.5
to 0.8 months for each month of school, with 0.7 as the average
for all grades. These same re-tested at the completion
of that year's compensatory reading program, displayed gains
ranging from 0.8 to 2.4 months gain for each month of school,
with the average for all grades climbing to 1.2 months for each
month of school.

Results for ale 1969-70 school year were even more dramatic.
Average monthly gains for all grades was 0.6 at the beginning of
the school year and climbed to an all-grades average of 1.9 months
gain for each month of the compensatory reading program, This
means that children whose reading performance gain was only
slightly more than half the normal gain rate were now gaining at
almost twice the normal gain rate. Th!. grade by grade average
gain ranged from 1.1 to 3.5 months fvr each month of school.
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A review of unpublished reading test results for more than
3,000 of these children tested during the 1970-71 school year
shows that approximately 60% of the children are performing
above the .upper norm for disadvantaged (0.7 average monthly

gain) in the area of vocabularyand approximately 55% are'per-
forming above 0.7 in reading comprehension.

B. Is there a Relationship between Cost/intensity and probability
of Success?

During the 1970-71 school year more than 3,000 of the compen-
satory reading pupils received pro-program and post-program
standardized achievement tests. These tested children attended

18 different school districts. The per pupil expenditure for the
compensatory reading program differed in each school district.
The average monthly gain figures for each pupil based on their
post-test achievement scores are divided into three performance

groups - low, average and high. The per pupil expenditure for
the compensatory reading program could then be associated with
one of the three performance groups with the following results:

0Zrect Compensatory Reading costs (PPE) Related to Grouped Achievement

Scores

Per Pupil Expenditures forCompensatory Reading
Programs Adhievement Level

Low Medium High

(AMG 0.7) (AMG 0.7 - 1.0) (AMG 1.0)

Vocabulary $224 $240 $247

Reading Compre- $218 $238 $258

hension

The differences in per pupil expenditures for both vocabulary
and comprehension scores is consistent but of small magnitude -
ranging from $218 to $258 between the lowest and highest achieving

groups.

1/ Source of the above table is unpublished data collected by
the Rhode Island State Agency for Elementary and Secondary Education:

1970-71 school year.
Grades included = 2 - 6
Standardized Test = Gates-MacGintie Vocabulary and Reading

Comprehension..
Average Monthly Gain = AMG = Post test grade score - pre test

grade score number of elapsed months
between tests

AMG for disadvantaged children = 0.7 (upper boundry)
AMG for normal learners = 1.0 (National norm)

97-457 0 - 73 (Pt. 1) -'14
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RHODE ISLAND - TABLE 1

PRE-:AND POST-TEST READING ACHIEVEMENT DATA, FY-70

Grade
Combined
Pretest

Combined
Posttest PANG AMG

1 (N=23) 1.5 1.8 .3

2 (N=856) 1.6 2.3 .5 1.1

3 (N=764) 2.0 3.0 .4 1.4

4 (N=364) 2.6 3.6 .4 1.3

5 (N=339) 3.3 4.5 .6 1.6

6 (N=204) 5.0 6.1 .8 1.6

7 (N=242) 4.4 6.0 .5 2.2

8 (N=175) 5.4 7.1 .6 2.4

9 (N=194) 6.1 7.5 .7 3.5

10 (N=35 ) 9.0 10.0 .8 1.8

TOTAL (N=3196) . .6 1.6
1

.

Source: Title I, Elementary and Secondary Education Act in Rhode Island -
Fifth Annual Evaluation/Fiscal Year 1969-70, published by the
Rhode Island State Agency for Elementary and Secondary Education.
P. 43.
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RHODE ISLAND - TABLE 2

COMPARISION OF READING ACHIEVEMENT DATA

FOR THE YEARS 1968-69 and 1969-70

Pretest Posttest PAMG AMG

Grade 1969 1970 1969 1970 1969 1970 1969 1970

1 1.4 1.5 1.7 1.8 --- --- .3 .3

2 1.6 1.6 2.2 2.3 .5 .5 .8 1.1

3 2.2 2.0 2.9 3.0 .5 .4 .9 1.4

4 2.8 2.6 3.6 3.6 .6 .4 .9 1.3

5 3.9 3.3 4.8 4.5 .7 .6 1.1 1.6

6 4.6 5.0 5.3 6.1 .7 .8 .9 1.6

7 5.3 4.4 6.5 6.0 .7 .6 1.3 2.2

8 6.2 5.4 7.0 7.1 .7 .6 1.2 2.4

9 6.9 6.1 8.4 7.5 .8 .7 1.7 3.5

10 7.8 9.0 9.4 10.0 .7 .8 2.4 1.8

45

average: .7 .6 1.2 1.9

median: .7 .6 1.9 1.6

Source: Title I, Elementary and Secondary Education Act in Rhode Island -
Fifth Annual Evaluation/Fiscal Year 1969-70, published by the

.
Rhode Island State Agency for Elementary and Secondary Education.

p. 48.
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RHODE ISLAND - TABLE 3

RACIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF TITLE I ENROLLEES, FY-70
N = 16,843

Black, foreign born 1% White, foreign
born

5%

Source: Title I, Elementary and Secondary Education Act in Rhode Island -

Fifth Annual Evaluation/Fiscal Year 1969 -70, published by the
Rhode Island State Agency for Elementary and Secondary Education.
P. 13,
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APPENDIX F

Texas

A. Does Compensatory Education Work?

In 1970-71 more than 1,000 of Texas' 1200 school districts participated
in compensatory education programs. In order to evaluate compensatory
education programs a representative sample of 243 districts containing
1,438,820 pupils251.37 of the total State enrollment in public elemen-
tary and secondary schools was selected for intensive review.

A total of 67,777 pupils participated in compensatory reading programs.
(Table 1) Grades. 2 through 8 accounted for 50,422 (74.47) of these
pupils. Pre-test and post-test standardized reading scores exist for
11,064 (227) of these elementary pupils. (Table 2) Further,the sample
was divided by size of district with "llirgs" districts defined as
those with an average daily attendance of 17,000 or more. The remain-
ing districts in the sample are described as medium in size. The
average monthly gain in reading scores between the pre-tests and post-
tests was 0.8 for both large and small districts in the sample. This
is slightly above the national norm of 0.7 average monthly gain for
untreated disadvantaged children but below the national norm of 1.0
per month gain for average children.

An examination of monthly gains by grade for each sample group shows
that 5,177 (477) of the tested pupils gained at a rate which exceeds
the, typical upper norm of 0.7 for disadvantaged children. Thirty-
three percent gained at a rate of 0.7, and the remaining 20% at lower
rates.

B. Is there a relationship between cost/intensity and probability of
success?

The per pupil expenditure for compensatory reading programs was quite
different for the two sample groups (Table 3). Large districts spent
$170 per pupil while medium districts expended $234 per pupil. While
there is no difference in the average gain scores for the two groups
the medium sized districts were able to raise the reading achievement
of pupils in grades 2 and 4 to the normal rate. This is very' weak
evidence since we know the problems are greater in larger cities.

C.' Limitations of the Data

These are the most problematic data. The Texas Education agency con-
cluded that the major problem areas exist in dealing with the achieve-
ment test data described above.
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Standardized test data were requested from all districts where
academic programs were conducted for educationally disadvantaged
pupils. The results were reported in mean grade equivalents for
all pupils tested in a particular subject area. However, due to
numerous problems, the information was very difficult to use in a
statewide analysis of the effectiveness of the programs. Districts
were not provided guidelines for selecting standardized tests for
these programs. Results received were from a wide variety of tests
and combinations of testa. Not all pupils were administered standard-
ized tests. Testing periods differed from one district to another.
SoMe tested in both the fall and spring; some only in the fall;
others only in the spring. For comparison test results had to be
converted to a like base which cause some distortion of the data.
It can only be assumed that each pupil received instruction dur-
ing the full period between test dates. In.order to effectively
evaluate the progress of students in these programs, attention
should be directed toward uniformity.in test selection and admin-
istration, and processing and reporting test results.

Both pre and poet-tests were not always available; consequently,
many districts did not repiart test results. Therefore, the
effects of the programs upon many students were not adequately
measured."1/

1/ Programs for the Disadvantaged -.Title I, ESEA
Annual Report for 1970-1971 (p.35) - Prepared by Texas Education

Agency. Source: '17.:
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TEXAS - Table 1

READING
(PARTICIPATION BY ETHNIC GRr:LiIF'S)

Grade Spanish Negro Other Total

Level Surname

Prekindergarten 524 .5 30 559

Kindergarten 1,709 398 272 2,379

1 4,494 1,824 1,268 7,586

2 4,505 1,644 2,103 8,252

3 ' 3,874 1,827 2,269 7,970

4 3,573 1,752 2,244 7,569

5 4,199 2,101 2,008 8,308

6 3,543 3,059 1,759 8,361

7 2,323 1,896 1,703 5,922

8 1,706 1,035 1,299 4,040

9 -841 527 583 1,951

10 314 286 453 1,053

1 1 181 '226 1 377 784

12 117 182 308 607'

Ungraded 603 33 920 1,556

Special Education
. 260 336 284 8E0

Total
r

32,766 17,131 17,880 67,777 .

Ethnic Distribution of Participants in Reading:

Spanish Surname 48.3%

Negro 25.3%

Other 26.4%

Source: Programs For The Disadvantaged - Title I, ESEA

Annual Report 7,970-1871 .

Prepared by Lhe Texas Education Agency
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TEXAS - Table 2

GRADE NUMBER OF
PUPILS TESTED

MEAN GAIN PER ASSUMED
MONTH OF INSTRUCTION

NUMBER OF
DISTRICTS

2 985 5

3 1,671 .6 10

4 . 867 .8 8

5 969 .9 10

6 1,145 9
7 35 .4

11- 29 .7

READING TEST RESULTS PRESENTED IN
MEAN GAINS PER ASSUMED MONTH

OF INSTRUCTION

(RESULTS FROM LARGE. DISTRICTS)

GRADE NUMBER OF
PUPILS TESTED

MEAN GAIN PER ASSUMED
MONTH OF INSTRUCTION

NUMBER OF
DISTRICTS

2 918 ' 1.0 SO

3 1,095 .7 57

4 850 1.0 61

5 973 .7 53.

6 $43 .6 37 ..

7 428 .8 . 24
8 556 .7 27

READING TEST RESULTS PRESENTED IN
MEAN GAINS PER ASSUMED MONTH

OF INSTRUCTION

(RESULTS FROM MEDIUM DISTRICTS)

Source: Programs for the Disadvantaged - Title 7..ESEA
Annual Report 1970-71
Prepa7L:d by the Texas Education Agency
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TEXAS - Table 3

. PER PUPIL EXPENDITURE FOR
COMPENSATORY PROGRAM INSTRUrtTION

MEDIUM
.

LARGE

DISTRICTS. DISTRICTS

English Language Arts 5232 5142

Reading 234: 170

Mathematics 105 186

Enrichment Activities 44 9
: .

.

PERCENT OF TOTAL SAMPLE PARTICIPANTS
WHO RECEIVED INSTRUCTION IN EACH

SUBJECT AREA:

SUBJECT

English Language Arts 24.2

Reading 30.5

Mathematics 10.9

Enrichment Activities 18.6

Other Instructional Areas 12.6

Source: Programs for the Disadvantaged - Title I, ESEA
Annual Report 1970-71
Prepared by the Texas Education Agency
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APPENDIX G

WISCONSIN

Issue: Does-Compensatory Education Work?

The Fiscal Year 1971 Wisconsin annual evaluation of Title I projects is
the most comprehensive in terms of cognitive data for the state. Average
monthly gains of Title I pupils exceeded .1 grade equivalents (GE) per
month in both reading and arithmethic compared with the .07 GE/month
which is the normal for disadvantaged pupils. A 20% mains sample of
projects was drawn for both reading and mathematics; however, the
reading sample is probably more representative because it contained
3,440 pupils showing an average grade equivalent per month gain of .1144
while the math sample contained 574 pupils showing en average grade
equivalent per month gain of .15. (See Tables 1 and 2 for reading and
math achievement chart summaries by grade.)

A more adequate description of reading achievement is displayed in
Table 3 showing the number of pupils in varying ranges of achievement
levels; 69% of all the pupils sampled were in programs where the average
rate of achievement for their grade levet equaled or exceeded .09 GE/month.
The average per pupil expenditure for the reading sample was $207.

Selected Wisconsin Site

During FY 71 the Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive
Learning conducted a field teat for its reading product, The Wisconsin
Eesign for Reading Skill Development, in the first five grades of five
Milwaukee inner city schools with 96% to 99% black enrollments. Four
of the five schools had a substantial percent of families eligible for
Title I, ranging from 22% to 37%. Program implementation called for
professional staff development, aide involvement, and use of newly
developed materials.

Gains in achievement at all grade levels on program embedded tests wore
observed, and statistically significant changes on standardized measures
of work attack were observed for Grades 1 and 2, using school means
within grade as the unit of analyses. Third grade children (30% Title I)
in one school showed particularly dramatic gains. Prior to program
implementation their mean performance was at the 5th percentile on tie
we isnalysis sub-test of the Comparative Primary Test; it was at the 22nd
percentile after six months in the program. Thus, in relation to attar
children of the norm group children in the reading program improved.J.

1 Quilling, Mary R. and Otto, Wayne. Evaluation of the Work Attach Ele-
ment for the Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill Development: An Interim

port on the Large Scale Field Test, Technical Report No. 207 from the
Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning, The

University of Wisconsin, January, 1972, and information received directly
from M. Quilling.
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Issue: Is There a Relationship Between Cost /Intensity and Probability
Of Success?

Wisconsin performed a correlation and regression analysis on the relation
between the intensity of effort and reading achievement in the FT 71
state report of Title I. (See Table 4) Of interest were the results due
to various adult-to-child ratios. The number of volunteers, umber of
parent (paid) aides and pupil/teacher ratio bad low to moderate correlations
with achievement gains, whereas other program attributes had little or no
relationship to gain. Specifically, fewer pupils per teacher resulted in
a large gain, and more volunteers or aides were associated with higher
gains. "Cost" of the projects in the aggregate did not correlate with
achievement, but the pupil-teacher ratio is an appropriate measure of
educational resource investment intensity.

Regression toward the mean was uncontrolled, inasmuch as same projects
identified Title I pupils after pretest information wan in hand. Mean
gains could thus have been artificially inflated.

Limitations of the Data

The 20% random sample of Wisconsin school districts in the FY 1971 Title I
evaluation included mainly towns of less than 10,000 population and nearly
all-white. It thereby biased the sample in terms of what kind of community
was represented and included 10% of the pupils in reading projects and 5% o:
the pupils in math projects in the data base.

The unit of information received by the Department of Public Instruction
from Title I projects was mean change in grade equivalents by grade. The
State report utilized unweighted project means so that the summary
statistics are project averages. Wisconsin does not have a statewide
testing program; therefore, the rate of gain on different tests was reported
by different MA's.
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WISCONSIN - TABLE 1

Wisconsin - Statewide Reading Summary

Grade Level Mean Gain
In GE/Month
of Instruction

Standard
Deviation
of Mean

Standard error
of mean with
error correction

Number
of

Student.,

Number of
Projects

First .1127 .0646 .0167 309 15

Second .1023 .0533 .0085 765 39

Third .1234 .0961 .0156 701 38

Fourth .1067 .0620 .0108 497 33

Fifth .1203 .0508 .0927 439 30

Sixth .0957 4668 .0139 264 23

Seventh .1209 .0464 .0140 279 11

Ileith .0900 .0517 .0172 96 9

Ninth .1733 .1358 .0784 32 3

Tenth .1467 .1332 .0769 55 3

Eleventh .2300 - - 3 1

Twelfth N/A N/A N/A None included

Total 3,440 1

SUMMARY

Although the average rate of achievement for all projects was above an
expected rate of achlevement1 the large standard deviation values for the
average rate at each grade level show this average rate per grade level
score to have little descriptive value. For example, in grade level 3,
scores within 1 standard deviation of the mean range from .05 GE/month to
.16 GE/month. To more adequately describe the achievement of students
test scores were tabulated in ranges showing the number of students who
participated in programs for which the average rate of achievement by
grace level vat; .00-.04, .05-.08, -.09 and .10 or more grade equivalents
per month. This tabulation showed that a majority of students (69.3%)
took part in programs for which the average rate of achievement for their
grade level equaled or exceeded .09 grade equivalents per month.

1.10 Grade Equivalent Per Month is taken as an expected level of achievement,
.1144 equaled the average rate of achievements for all programs.

Source - Wisconsin Annual Evaluation Report Title I, ESEA. FY 1971, 10,17.
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WISCONSIN - TABLE 2

Wisconsin - Statewide Mathematics Summary

Grade Level
. Mean
Achievement

Rate

Standard
Deviation
of Mean

Standard
Errorof
Mean with
Error
Correction

Number of
Students

Number of
Prjects

First .1467 .1349 .0551 118 6

Second .1488 .0917 .0324 150 8

Third .1700 .0838 .0296 113 8

Fourth .1583 .1049 .0423 93 6

Fifth .1700 .1273 .0636 64 4

Sixth .2850 .2051 .1450 12

Seventh .1700 7 1

Eighth .1300 .0141 .0100 7 2

Total 574

.10 Grade Equivalent -Per Month is taken as an expected rate of gain of achievement
level. .15 equaled the average rate of achievement for all programs.

Source: Wisconsin Annual Evaluation Report Title I, ESEA_, FY 1971 p.28
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WISCONSIN TABLE 3

READING ACHIEVEMENT

Range = Number of Grade Equivalents Per Month

58

Total at

Grade Children Prof. Children Prof. Children Prof. Children Prof. Children Prof.

1 12 3 4 1 8 1 285 10 293 11

2 21 3 168 12 289 8 287 16 576 24

3 35 4 198 11 91 2 377 21 468 23

4 86 4 148 9 109 5 154 '15 263 20

5 4 1 147 7 39 3 249 19 288 22

6 38 6 65 3 60 5 101 9 161 14

7 2 1 7 1 0 0 270 9 270 9

8 11 1 14 3 25 4

9 0 0 0 0 3 1 29 2 32 3

10. 0 0 50 2 0 0 5 1 5 1

11 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 3 1

12 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Total .203 '853 610 1774 2384

Total 5.9% 24.4 17.7% 51.6% 69.3%

Source - Wisconsin Annual Evaluation Report Title I, MBA, FY 1971, p. 18
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WISCONSIN - TABLE 4

Wisconsin Title I Correlation Between Intensity
of Effort and Probability of Success

Variable
Name %

Coefficient of
Multiple
Correlation

Coefficient
Of
Determination

Significance
Level .

Number of
Variables in
the Equation

Parent Aides .4310 .1857 .003 2

Pupil /Teacher Ratio .5964 .3557 .002 3

Cost .6034 .3641 .459 4

Percent Low Income .6104 .3726 .460 6

7nterest .6141 .3771 .597 6

Inservice Teachers .6194 .3837 .521 7

Reading Instruction .6221 .3870 .652 8

Percent in Reading.6248 .3904 .656 9

Length of Instruction .6277 .3940 .645 10

Volunteers .6277 .3940 .973 11

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SMART TABLE WITH TWO VARIABLES .(PARENT AIDES AND PUPIlitEACHER
RATIO)

Source of Variation Sum of
Squares

Degrees of
Freedom

Mean
Square

Linear Regression 425.84810 2 212.92405

Residuals from Regression 77 46625 43 17.94084

Corrected Total 1197.30435 45

F. Ratio a 11.87
Significance Level - .0001

Source - Wisconsin Annual Evaluation ReMit - Title I, ESEA. FY 1971, P. 24



A
PP

E
N

D
IX

 H

S
t
a
t
e
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
s
:

B
r
i
e
f
 
S
u
m
m
a
r
i
e
s

D
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
S
t
u
d
y

N
o
r
t
h
 
D
a
k
o
t
a
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
A
n
n
u
a
l
 
E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n

o
f
 
T
i
t
l
e
 
I

F
Y
 
7
0

S
a
m
p
l
e
 
o
f
 
3
0
 
T
i
t
l
e
 
I
.
r
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
p
r
o
.

j
e
c
t
s
 
r
e
p
o

r
i
n
g

a
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
d
a
t
a

f
r
o
m
 
o
n
e
 
o

t
h
r
e
e
 
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d
 
t
e
s
t
s

,
O
r
e
g
o
n
 
S
t
a
k
e
 
A
n
n
u
a
l
 
E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f

T
i
t
l
e
 
/

7
0

S
a
m
p
l
e
 
o
f
 
?
l
%
 
o
f
 
a
l
l
 
r
e
g
u
l
a
r
 
y
e
a
r

T
i
t
l
e
 
I

p
i
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s

a
n
d
 
1
1
%
 
o
f

s
u
m
m
e
r
 
T
i

e
 
I
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s
.

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
i
l

o
n
 
f
o
u
r
 
e
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d

a
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
t
e
s
t
s
 
a
r
e
 
g
i
v
e
n
.

A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
R
e
s
u
l
t
s

A
v
e
r
.
 
G
E

T
y
p
e
 
o
f
 
T
e
s
t

e
 
P
u
p
i
l
s
-

G
a
i
n

3
8
0

1
.
2
6

.3
53 2
1
0

C
a
t
e
s
.
M
a
c
G
i
n
i
t
i
e

S
R
A

17
B

S

.
7
6

.
8
3

R
e
 
u
l
a
r
 
Y
e
a
r

S
u
m
m
e
r
 
T
e
r
m

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

N
a
n
a

T
e
s
t

P
o
e
-

P
o
s
t
-

T
e
s
t

T
e
s
t

r
e
e
n
t
.
 
P
e
r
c
e
n
t

S
t
a
n
-

2
2
.
7

3
4
.
9

2
3
.
5

2
6
.
8

f
o
r
d

R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
 
B
e
t
w
e
e
n

C
o
n
s
t
/
I
n
t
e
n
s
i
t
y

4
 
A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
G
a
i
n

M
et

ro
-

39
.7

po
lit

e
G
a
t
e
s

2
5
.
9

3
6
.
2

2
2
.
1

2
6
.
3

C
a
l
i
f
.

2
5
.
9

3
5
.
2

4
5
.
9

5
1
.
8

C
o
m
m
e
n
t

T
e
s
t
 
s
c
o
r
p
r
a
r
e
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
e
d
 
b
y
 
g
r
a
d
e

l
e
v
e
l
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
r
e
p
o
r
t
.

G
a
i
n
s
 
g
e
n
e
r
-

a
l
l
y
 
d
e
c
r
e
a
s
e
d
 
a
s
 
t
h
e
 
g
r
a
d
e
 
l
e
v
e
l

i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
d
.

M
a
n
y
 
s
m
a
l
l
 
%
E
A
'
e
 
a
r
e

s
e
r
v
e
d
 
b
y
 
T
i
t
l
e
 
I
.

N
o
 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n

i
s
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
e
d
 
o
n
 
t
h
e
 
c
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
s

o
f
 
t
h
e
 
T
i
t
l
e
 
I
 
p
u
p
i
l
s
 
s
h
o
w
i
n
g

a
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
g
a
i
n
s
.

T
e
s
t
 
s
c
o
r
e
.
 
a
r
e
.
n
o
t
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
e
d
 
b
y

g
r
a
d
e
 
l
e
v
e
l
.

R
o
t
h
 
r
e
g
u
l
a
r
 
a
n
d

s
u
m
m
e
r
 
p
r
o
j
e
c
t
s
 
s
h
o
v
e
d
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
i
l
e

i
m
p
r
o
v
e
m
e
n
e
w
i
t
h
 
g
r
e
a
t
e
r
 
g
a
i
n
 
s
h
o
w
n

b
y
 
t
h
e
 
f
u
l
l
 
y
e
a
r
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
.

W
y
o
m
i
n
g
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
A
n
n
u
a
l
 
E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f

T
i
t
l
e
 
/
 
-
 
F
Y
 
7
0

A
c
h
i
e
v
i
n
g
*
 
d
a
t
a
 
o
n
 
t
h
r
e
e
 
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
-

f
e
e
d
 
t
e
s
t
s
 
f
o
r
 
a
 
g
a
m
e
t
e
 
o
f
 
2
,
2
1
7

p
u
p
i
l
s
 
i
n
 
g
r
a
d
e
s
 
3
.
8
-
a
r
e
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
e
d
.

T
y
p
e
 
o
f
 
T
e
s
t

4
 
P
u
p
i
l
s

S
t
a
n
f
o
r
d

65
5

I
T
B
S

1
.
2
8
7

G
a
t
e
s

-f
la

cG
in

iti
e

27
5

A
v
e
r
.
 
G
E

G
a
i
n

.
7
9

.8
6

.9
2

G
a
i
n
s
 
a
r
e
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
e
d
 
b
y
 
g
r
a
d
e
 
l
e
v
e
l
,

p
r
e
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
s
t
-
t
e
s
t
'
s
t
a
t
u
e
 
i
s
 
n
o
t

sh
ow

n

A
r
k
a
n
s
a
s
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
A
n
n
u
a
l
 
E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f

T
i
t
l
e
 
I
 
-
 
F
Y
 
7
0

R
a
n
d
o
m
 
s
a
m
p
l
e
 
o
f

e
l
e
m
e
n
t
a
r
y
 
a
n
d
 
s
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y
 
p
u
p
i
l
s
:

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
b
a
s
e
d
 
o
n
 
T
i
t
l
e
 
I
 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 
o
n
l
y

E
l
e
m
.
 
p
u
p
i
l
s

S
a
m
p
l
e

Pr
oc

al
1
2
,
5
6
2

p
o
p
u
l
a
t
i
o
n

T
i
t
l
e
 
I

3
,
9
9
6

S
e
c
 
P
u
p
i
l
s

7,
42

7

2,
05

4

P
o
e
t
 
T
e
s
t

R
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
L
e
S
e
l

E
l
e
m
.
 
P
u
p
i
l
s
 
S
e
e
.
P
u
p
i
l
s

1
 
+
 
y
r
.
 
b
e
l
o
w
 
g
r
a
d
e

2
 
+
 
y
r
.
 
b
e
l
o
w
 
g
r
a
d
e

a
t
 
o
r
 
a
b
o
v
e
 
g
r
a
d
e

4
5
%

1
6
%

'2
3%

6
5
%

1
7
%

2
2
%

P
o
e
t
 
t
e
s
t
 
d
a
t
a
 
s
h
o
w
s
 
t
h
a
t
 
a
 
h
i
g
h
e
r

p
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
T
i
t
l
e
 
I
 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n

t
h
a
n
 
t
h
e
 
n
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
n
o
r
m
 
a
r
e
 
s
t
i
l
l

a
c
h
i
e
v
i
n
g
 
b
e
l
o
w
 
g
r
a
d
e
 
l
e
v
e
l
.

T
h
a

l
a
c
k
 
o
f
 
p
r
e
-
t
e
s
t
 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
 
p
r
e
-

c
l
u
d
e
s
 
a
n
y
 
d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
r
a
t
e

o
f
 
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
d
 
a
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
w
i
t
h
i
n

th
is

k
n
o
w
n
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
o
f
 
l
o
w
 
a
c
h
i
e
v
e
r
s
.
th cs



S
t
a
t
e
 
R
t
p
o
r
t
s
:

d
r
i
e
f
 
S
u
m
m
a
r
i
e
s

D
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n

of
t
h
e
 
S
t
u
d
y

:
e
u
i
s
i
a
n
a
 
-
 
F
T
 
-
 
6
9

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
i
l
e
 
d
i
S
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n
s
 
(
R
e
a
d
i
n
g

A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
)
 
7
0
,
2
6
3
 
(
p
r
e
)
 
a
n
d

7
3
.
7
0
7
 
(
p
o
s
t
)
 
T
i
t
l
e
 
I
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
b
y

g
r
a
d
e
 
f
o
r
 
2
3
 
L
E
A
'
s

R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
 
3
e
t
w
e
e
n

A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
R
e
s
u
l
t
s

i
g
n
a
g
g
2
9
6
1
I
n

%
 
o
f
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
i
n
 
l
o
w
-

e
s
t
 
Q
u
a
r
t
i
l
e

%
 
o
f
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
i
n
 
l
o
w
-

e
s
t
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
i
l
e
s

P
r
e
-

P
o
s
t

T
e
s
t

T
e
s
t

3
3
%

4
7
%

3
4
%

3
1
7
.

C
om

m
en

t

L
o
u
i
s
i
a
n
a

F
Y
 
7
0

FZ
E

7i
iir

re
d
i
s
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n
s
 
(
R
e
a
d
i
n
g
)

f
o
r
 
8
6
,
0
3
7
 
(
p
r
e
)
 
a
n
d
 
8
8
,
8
9
7
 
(
p
o
s
t
)

T
i
t
l
e
 
I
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
b
y
 
g
r
a
d
e
 
a
n
d
 
L
E
A
.

S
i
m
i
l
a
r
 
s
t
u
d
i
e
s
 
f
o
r
 
m
a
t
h
,
 
s
c
i
e
n
c
e
 
a
n

A
s
o
c
i
a
l
 
s
t
u
d
i
e
s
 
a
r
e
 
n
o
t
 
s
u
m
m
a
r
i
z
e
d

t
h
e
r
e
.

%
 
c
f
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
i
n
 
l
o
w
-

e
s
t
 
q
u
a
r
t
i
l
e

1
 
o
f
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
i
n
 
l
o
w
e
s
t

1
2
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
i
l
e
s

Pr
e

5
0
%

-
 
3
1
%

P
o
s
t

5
0
1

3
0
%

L
o
u
i
s
i
a
n
a

F
Y
 
7
1

R
a
p
e
 
a
s
 
F
Y
 
7
0
 
e
x
c
e
p
t
 
E
h
e
 
R
e
a
d
i
n
g

t
e
a
t
s
 
c
o
v
e
r
e
d
 
3
9
,
9
7
4
 
(
p
r
e
)
 
a
n
d

.
y
4
0
,
0
8
9
 
(
p
o
s
t
)
 
T
i
t
l
e
 
I
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
.
,

.
E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d
 
t
o
t
a
l
 
T
i
t
l
e
 
I
.
r
e
a
d
i
n
g

ip
ro

gr
an

i 9
4,

82
5.

%
 
o
f
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
l
o
w
e
s
t

q
u
a
r
t
i
l
e

5
Po

st
3%

%
 
o
f
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
i
n
 
l
o
w
-

e
s
t
 
1
2
,
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
i
l
e
s

3
5
7
.

3
3
7
.

%
 
o
f
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
p
e
r
f
o
r
m
,

i
n
g
 
a
t
 
o
r
 
a
b
o
v
e
 
g
r
a
d
e

l
e
v
e
l

4
5
%

4
7
%

A
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
P
P
E
 
f
o
r
 
R
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
$
6
4
.
0
0

P
r
i
m
a
r
y
 
f
a
c
t
o
r
s
 
a
f
f
e
c
t
i
n
g
 
a
n
a
l
y
s
i
s

o
f
 
s
u
m
m
a
r
y
 
d
a
t
a

1
.

S
c
h
o
o
l
 
d
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
s
 
l
a
c
k
e
d
 
u
n
i
-

f
o
r
m
i
t
y
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
k
i
u
d
s
 
o
f
 
t
e
s
t
s

a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
e
r
e
d
.

2
.

P
r
e
 
a
n
d
 
P
o
s
t
 
t
e
s
t
i
n
g
 
n
o
t
 
a
l
-

w
a
y
s
 
d
o
n
e
 
d
u
r
i
n
g
 
s
a
m
e
 
s
c
h
o
o
l

y
e
a
r

O
h
i
o

F
Y
 
6
9

T
e
s
t
 
s
a
m
p
l
e
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
s
 
a
n
 
a
p
p
a
r
e
n
t
l
y

r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
a
t
i
v
e
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
o
f
 
8
4
,
5
2
5
 
T
i
t
l
a

I
 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n

N
u
m
b
e
r
 
a
n
d
 
7
.
 
o
f
 
P
u
p
i
l
s
 
b
y

G
a
i
n
 
R
a
t
e
 
f
o
r

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
 
S
k
i
l
l
s
-
G
r
a
d
e
s
 
1
-
1
2

I
f
 
o
f
 
P
u
p
i
l
s

%
 
o
f
 
P
u
p
i
l
s

6
3
1

G
a
i
n
 
G
r
e
a
t
e
r

t
h
a
n
 
1
.
0

5
2
,
7
9
3

G
a
i
n
 
l
e
s
s

t
h
a
n
 
1
.
0

3
1
,
7
3
2

3
7
%

A
ve

ra
ge

P
P
E
 
f
o
r
 
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n

S
k
i
l
l
s

$
2
4
9



S
t
a
t
e
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
s
:

2
r
i
e
f
 
E
.
m
a
r
i
e
s

D
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
S
t
t
:
3
7

A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
R
e
s
u
l
t
s

R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
 
B
e
t
w
e
e
n

C
o
s
t
/
I
n
t
e
n
s
i
t
y

4
 
A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
G
a
i
n

C
o
m
m
e
n
t

O
h
i
o

F
Y
 
7
0

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
e
d
 
t
e
s
t
s
 
i
n
 
r
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
a
n
d

l
a
n
g
u
a
g
e
 
a
r
t
s
 
t
e
s
t
 
r
e
s
u
l
t
s
 
r
e
p
o
r
t
e
d

f
o
r
 
8
5
,
4
6
4
 
T
i
t
l
e
 
I
 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
.

N
u
m
b
e
r
 
a
n
d
 
7
.
 
o
f
 
p
u
p
i
l
s
 
b
y
 
G
a
i
n
 
R
a
t
e
 
f
o
r

R
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
L
a
n
g
u
a
g
e
 
A
r
t
s

-

P
r
e
-
1
(

1
2
t
h
 
G
r
a
d
e

G
a
i
n
 
G
r
e
a
t
e
r

G
a
i
n
 
L
e
s
s

t
h
a
n
 
1
.
0

t
h
a
n
 
1
.
0

f
 
o
f
 
P
u
p
i
l
s

4
6
,
4
4
3

3
9
,
1
2
1

%
 
o
f
 
t
o
t
a
l

5
4
7

4
6
7

A
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
P
P
E
 
f
o
r
 
R
e
a
d
i
n
g
/
L
a
n
g
-

u
a
g
e
 
A
r
t
s $
2
2
6

T
o
t
a
l
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s
 
i
n
 
r
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
a
n
d

l
a
n
g
u
a
g
e
 
a
r
t
s
 
r
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
 
a
s
 
7
9
,
7
2
5

a
l
t
h
o
u
g
h
 
8
5
,
4
6
4
 
t
e
s
t
s
 
r
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
.

S
o
m
e
 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 
w
e
r
e
 
e
v
i
d
e
n
t
l
y
 
t
e
s
t
e
d

i
n
 
m
o
r
e
 
t
h
a
n
 
o
n
e
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
:

d
I
n
n
e
s
o
t
a
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
A
n
n
u
a
l
 
E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n

o
f
 
T
i
t
l
e
 
I

F
Y
 
6
9

R
a
n
d
o
m
l
y
 
-
 
s
e
l
e
c
t
e
d
 
s
a
m
p
l
e
s
 
o
f
 
r
e
g
u
l
a
r

s
c
h
o
o
l
 
y
e
a
r
 
a
n
d
 
s
u
m
m
e
r
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
 
T
i
t
l
e

I
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s
-
1
9
?
 
p
u
p
i
l
s

.

i
n
 
b
a
s
i
c
 
s
k
i
l
l
s
 
s
a
m
p
l
e

1
,
6
3
0
 
p
u
p
i
l
s
'
i
n
 
r
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
s
a
m
p
l
e

p
a
s
t
e
 
S
k
i
l
l
s
 
G
a
i
n
 
G
E
/
M
o
n
t
h

-.
10

f
 
P
u
p
i
l
s

7
5

N
o
 
g
a
i
n

3
0

3
9
7
.

1
6
%

R
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
-
 
G
a
i
n
 
G
E
/
M
o
n
t
h

'
2
%
1
0

f
 
P
u
p
i
l
s

8
9
5

7.
5
5
%

1
1
;
 
g
a
i
n

O 7
7
.

N
e
w
 
J
e
r
s
e
y
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
A
n
n
u
a
l
 
E
v
e
,
,
a
t
i
o
n

o
f
 
T
i
t
l
e
 
I
 
-
 
F
Y
 
7
0

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
 
o
f
 
P
u
p
i
l
s
 
w
h
o
 
g
a
i
n
e
d
 
i
n
 
G
E
/
M
o
n
t
h

i
L
.
1
0

G
r
a
d
e

R
e
a
d
i
n
g

M
a
t
h

C
o
m
p
r
e
.
 
T
o
t
a
l

2
7
3
7

5
3
X

.
5
0
7
.

4
6
1
7

5
7
7
:

4
4
7

6
5
9
7

6
7
7

5
6
7

N
o
 
p
r
e
-
t
e
s
t
 
o
r
 
p
o
s
t
-
t
e
s
t
 
s
t
a
t
e
s
 
m
e
a
-

s
u
r
e
s
 
a
r
e
 
g
i
v
e
n
 
n
o
r
 
i
s
 
t
h
e
r
e
 
a
 
b
r
e
a
k
-

d
o
w
n
 
b
y
 
g
r
a
d
e
 
l
e
v
e
l
.

N
o
 
p
r
e
-
t
e
s
t
 
o
r
 
p
o
s
t
-
t
e
s
t
 
s
t
a
t
u
s

s
c
o
r
e
s
 
a
r
e
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
e
d
 
n
o
r
 
a
r
c
 
m
e
a
n

g
a
i
n
 
s
c
o
r
e
s
 
g
i
v
e
n
.



S
t
a
t
e
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
s
,

B
r
i
e
f
 
S
u
m
m
a
r
i
e
s

D
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
S
t
u
d
y

N
ee

M
e
x
i
c
o

-
F
Y
 
-
 
7
0

A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
R
e
s
u
l
t
s

R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
 
B
e
t
w
e
e
n

C
o
a
t
/
I
n
t
e
n
s
i
t
y

6
 
A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
G
a
i
n

R
a
n
d
o
m
 
s
a
m
p
l
e
 
o
f
 
p
r
e
-
p
o
s
t
 
s
c
o
r
e

g
a
i
n
s
 
r
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
 
b
y
 
g
r
a
d
e
.

T
h
e

n
u
m
b
e
r
 
o
f
 
d
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
s
 
s
u
p
p
l
y
i
n
g

d
a
t
a
 
r
a
n
g
e
d
 
f
r
o
m
 
3
 
(
g
r
a
d
e
 
1
2
)

C
o
 
3
8
.
-
 
(
g
r
a
d
e
 
4
)
.

T
h
e
 
t
o
t
a
l
 
n
u
m
b
e
r

O
f
 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 
t
e
s
t
e
d
 
i
s
 
u
n
k
n
o
w
n

a
l
t
h
o
u
g
h
 
a
l
l
 
a
r
e
 
T
i
t
l
e
 
I
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
-

p
a
n
t
s
.

A
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
R
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
I
m
p
r
o
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
i
n
 
S
u
n
d
a

E
q
u
i
v
a
l
e
n
c
y

0
.
9

T
h
e
 
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
b
y
 
g
r
a
d
e
 
f
o
r
 
a
l
l
 
g
r
a
d
e
s

e
x
c
e
p
t
 
g
r
a
d
e
 
1
0
 
r
a
n
g
e
d

fr
om

0
.
9
 
t
o
 
1
.
2

T
h
e
 
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
f
o
r
 
g
r
a
d
e
 
1
0
 
-
 
0
.
4

C
o
m
m
e
n
t

S
e
i
 
s
a
m
p
l
e
 
l
i
m
i
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
i
n

d
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
s
t
u
d
y
 
(
l
e
t

c
o
l
u
m
n
)

N
e
w
 
M
e
x
i
c
o
/
F
Y
 
-
 
7
1

T
o
t
a
l
 
E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d
 
T
i
t
l
e
 
1

P
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s

5
4
,
0
4
1

.
R
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
l
a
n
g
u
a
g
e
 
A
r
t
s
 
-

a
p
p
r
o
x
i
m
a
t
e
l
y

5
0
%

M
a
t
h
e
m
a
t
i
c
s

-

U
n
i
v
e
r
s
e
 
t
e
s
t
e
d
 
i
s
 
u
n
k
n
o
w
n

A
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
R
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
C
a
i
n
 
b
y
 
1
 
o
f
 
L
E
A
'
s

P
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
n
g
 
i
n
 
L
a
n
g
u
a
g
e
 
A
r
t
s
 
P
r
o
g
y
s
m
s

G
a
i
n
 
/
 
Y
e
a
r

-
?
:
1
.
1

.
0
.
6
 
-
1
.
0

A
C
0
.
6

%
.
o
f

L
E
A
'
s

4
4
7
.

3
9
%

1
7
%

A
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
M
a
t
h

C
a
i
n
 
b
y
 
7
.
 
o
f
 
L
E
A
'
s

P
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
n
g
 
i
n
 
M
a
t
h
 
P
r
o
g
r
a
m

i
t
 
1
.
1

%
 
o
f

L
E
A
'
s

3
1
7
.

5
4
%

1
5
.
2

C
a
i
n
 
/
 
Y
e
a
r

0
.
6
-
1
.
0

.
4
0
.
6

S
o
 
d
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n

o
f

t
e
s
t
 
u
s
e
d

n
o
r
 
o
f
 
t
o
t
a
l
 
u
n
i
v
e
r
s
e
 
o
f
 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n

n
o
r
 
t
e
s
t
e
d
 
s
a
m
p
l
e
 
o
f
 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
.

r
n



S
t
a
t
e
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
s
:

B
r
i
e
f
 
S
u
m
m
a
r
i
e
s

D
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
S
t
u
d
y

A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
R
e
s
u
l
t
s

O
i
c
h
i
R
a
n

F
Y
 
7
1

A
n
n
u
a
l
 
E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
R
e
p
o
r
t

1
3
?
,
7
4
4
 
T
i
t
l
e
 
I
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
w
i
t
h

6
6
1
 
i
n
 
g
r
a
d
e
 
K
-
6

4
4
1
 
i
n
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
 
y
e
a
r
 
o
n
l
y

2
6
1
 
i
n
 
s
u
m
m
e
r
 
o
n
l
y

.

3
0
%
 
i
n
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
 
y
e
a
r
 
a
n
d
 
s
u
m
m
e
r

n
o

p
 
e
t
w
e
n

C
o
s
t
 
/
I
n
t
e
n
s
i
t
y

A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
G
a
i
n

F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
y
 
o
f
 
L
e
v
e
l
 
o
f
 
G
E
U
 
G
a
i
n
s
 
i
n
 
M
a
t
h
e
-

m
a
t
i
c
s
 
b
y
 
g
r
a
d
e
 
G
r
o
u
p
:

S
c
h
o
o
l
 
Y
e
a
r
 
C
o
m
.

p
o
n
e
n
t
s

L
e
v
e
l
 
o
f
 
G
E
U
 
G
a
i
n

G
r
a
d
e

L
e
e
s

1
.
0
 
o
r

D
a
m

t
h
a
n
 
i
5

.
5
-
1
.
0

G
r
e
a
t
e
r

T
o
t
a
l

6
1 1
U

0
0

1
-
6

7
-
8

1
1 4

5
5
 
1
?

9
 
-
1
2

0
0

T
o
t
a
l

1
5

4
0

1
6

7
1

F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
y
 
o
f
 
L
e
v
e
l
 
o
f
 
G
E
U

G
a
i
n
s
 
i
n
 
R
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
b
y
 
G
r
a
d
s
 
G
r
o
u
p
:

Y
7:

11
`°

"
L
a
v
e

G
r
a
d
e

L
e
s
s

1
.
0
 
o
r

a
s
a
p

t
h
e
_
_
.
5

.
5
-
1
.
0

G
r
e
a
t
e
r

T
o
t
a
l

1
-
6

8
7

2
2
6

2
1
3

5
2
6

7
-
8

1
0

2
5

2
8

6
3

9
-
1
2

4
4

2
0

2
8

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
1

2
5
5

2
6
1

6
1
7

C
o
m
m
e
n
t

D
a
t
a
 
n
o
t
 
a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
 
o
n
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
 
o
f

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
i
n
 
e
a
c
h
 
g
r
o
u
p
.



S
t
a
t
e
 
R
e
t
o
r
t
s
:

B
r
i
e
f
 
S
i
m
m
a
r
i
e
l

D
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
S
t
u
d
y

A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
R
e
s
u
l
t
.

I
o
w
a
 
-
 
(
F
Y
 
6
9
)
 
-
 
T
i
t
l
e
 
L

B
a
s
i
c
 
S
k
i
l
l
s

2
.

1
8
,
0
0
0
 
p
u
p
i
l
e
 
w
i
t
h
 
m
a
t
c
h
e
d

a
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
t
e
a
t
 
s
c
o
r
e
s

o
.

S
a
m
p
l
e
 
o
f
 
1
9
6
0
 
t
e
s
t
e
d
 
f
o
r
 
r
e
e
d
i
n
g

c
o
m
p
r
e
h
e
n
s
i
o
n

t
i
n
e
s
 
i
p
 
B
e
t
w
e
e
n

C
o
s
t
/
I
n
t
e
n
s
i
t
y

6
 
A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
G
a
i
n

C
o
m
m
e
n
t

a
.

O
v
e
r
a
l
l
 
y
e
a
r
'
:
 
a
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
i
t
 
b
a
s
i
c
 
e
k
 
l
l
e

d
u
r
i
n
g
.
 
o
n
e
 
y
e
a
r
 
o
f
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
 
w
a
s
 
.
8
/
y
e
a
r
.

b
.

O
v
e
r
a
l
l
 
g
a
i
n
 
i
n
 
r
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
a
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t

.
w
a
s
 
.
9
 
f
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
y
e
a
r
.

L

l
i
s
s
o
u
r
i
 
(
F
Y
 
6
9
)

1
5
,
0
0
 
p
u
p
i
l
s
 
w
i
t
h
 
p
r
e
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
e
t

t
e
s
t
 
r
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
s
c
o
r
e
.
 
f
o
r
 
T
i
t
l
e
 
I

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s
,
 
i
n
 
G
r
a
d
e
s
 
1
-
1
2
.

M
e
a
n
 
g
a
i
n
 
i
m
 
a
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
w
a
s
 
.
8
 
f
o
r
 
o
n
e

y
e
a
r
 
o
f
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
i
n
g
.

$
1
5
6

K
a
n
s
a
s

F
Y
 
7
1

K
a
n
s
a
s
 
A
n
n
u
a
l
 
E
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
R
e
p
o
r
t

6
3
,
1
8
9
 
T
i
t
l
e
 
I
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s

4
3
,
1
3
8
 
i
n
 
g
r
a
d
e
s
 
2
-
8

A
l
m
o
s
t
 
2
7
7
,
 
o
f
 
a
l
l
 
T
i
t
l
e

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
n
t
s
 
a
r
e
 
m
i
n
o
r
i
t
y
 
w
i
t
h

N
e
g
r
o
e
s
 
a
b
o
u
t
 
2
1
%
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
t
o
t
a
l
.

C
a
l
i
f
o
r
n
i
a
 
A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
T
e
s
t
,
 
T
o
t
a
l
 
R
e
a
d
i
n
g

(
8
 
m
o
n
t
h
s
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
p
r
e
'
-
t
e
s
t
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
s
t
 
-
t
e
s
t
)

G
r
a
d
e
s

#
 
P
u
p
i
l
s

M
o
n
t
h
s
 
m
e
a
n
 
G
a
i
n

P
r
e
 
-
t
e
s
t
 
t
o
 
P
o
e
t

T
e
s
t

2
 
-
8

1
5
3
7

8
.
9

G
a
t
e
s
-
M
a
c
C
i
n
i
t
e
 
R
e
e
d
i
n
g
 
T
e
s
t

(
8
 
m
o
n
t
h
.
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
p
r
e
 
-
t
e
a
t
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
e
t
-
t
e
s
t
)

2
-
8

1
2
5
4

1
0
.
7

M
g
r
g
g
l
a
i
g
:
8
L
I
t
t
n
l
i
r

.
p
r
e
 
-
t
e
s
t
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
e
t
-
t
e
s
t
)

2
-
8

.
6
3
3

7
.
7

S
t
a
n
f
o
r
d
 
A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
T
e
s
t
 
(
R
e
a
d
i
n
g
)

(
8
 
m
o
n
t
h
s
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
p
r
e
-
t
e
s
t
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
e
t
-
t
e
s
t
)

2
-
8

1
5
9
4

8
.
2

F
o
u
r
 
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t
 
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
f
t
e
d

1
t
t
s
t
e
.
u
s
e
d

1

0



S
t
a
t
e
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
s
:

B
r
i
e
f
 
S
u
m
m
a
r
i
e
s

D
e
s
c
r
i
p
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
S
t
u
d
y
'

I
n
d
i
a
n
a
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
T
i
t
l
e
 
I
 
E
v
a
l
u
a
-

t
i
o
n
 
R
e
p
o
r
t
 
F
Y
 
'
7
0

.
A
c
h
i
e
v
s
w
e
n
t
 
R
e
s
u
l
t
s

A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
d
a
t
a
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
e
d
 
i
n
 
t
h
e

P
T
 
'
7
0
 
T
h
a
l
a
m
i
 
r
e
p
o
r
t
 
a
r
e
 
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
e
d

i
n
 
a
l
m
o
s
t
e
v
e
r
y
 
c
o
n
c
e
i
v
a
b
l
e
 
f
o
r
m
a
t

a
n
d
 
c
a
n
n
o
t
 
b
e
 
S
u
m
m
a
r
i
z
e
d
 
i
n
 
a
n
y

m
e
a
n
i
n
g
f
u
l
 
w
a
y
.

R
e
s
u
l
t
s
 
a
r
e
 
p
r
e
-

s
e
n
t
e
d
 
s
e
p
a
r
a
t
e
l
y
 
f
o
r
 
f
i
v
e
 
r
e
g
i
o
n
a
l

a
r
e
a
s
.

W
i
t
h
i
n
 
a
r
e
a
s
 
s
o
m
e
 
d
a
t
a
 
a
r
e

b
r
o
k
e
n
 
d
o
w
n
 
b
y
 
g
r
a
d
e
 
l
e
v
e
l
 
a
n
d
 
s
o
m
e

a
a
r
e
 
n
o
t
.

S
o
m
e
 
s
u
b
g
r
o
u
p
s
 
a
r
e
 
r
e
p
r
e
-

s
e
n
t
e
d
 
b
y
 
p
o
s
t
t
e
s
t
 
s
c
o
r
e
s
 
o
n
l
y
,
 
o
t
h
e
r

b
y
 
b
o
t
h
 
p
r
e
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
s
t
t
e
s
t
 
s
c
o
r
e
s
.

S
c
o
r
e
s
 
a
r
e
 
s
o
m
e
t
i
m
e
s
 
r
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
 
i
n
 
r
a
w
-

s
c
o
r
e
 
f
o
r
m
,
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
t
i
m
e
s
 
b
y
 
v
a
r
i
o
u
s

t
y
p
e
s
 
o
f
 
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
i
z
a
t
i
o
n
s
,
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
-

t
i
l
e
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
g
r
a
d
e
 
e
q
u
i
v
a
l
e
n
t
s
.

S
o
m
e
-

t
i
m
e
s
 
d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
s
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
p
r
e
 
a
n
d

p
o
s
t
t
e
s
t
 
s
c
o
r
e
s
 
a
r
e
 
s
t
a
t
i
s
t
i
c
a
l
l
y

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
e
d
,
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
t
i
m
e
s
 
t
h
e
y
 
a
r
e
 
n
o
t
.

T
h
e
r
e
 
a
r
e
 
b
o
t
h
 
p
o
s
i
t
i
v
e
 
a
n
d
 
n
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

f
i
n
d
i
n
g
s
 
w
i
t
h
 
r
e
s
p
e
c
t
 
t
o
 
T
i
t
l
e
 
I

s
u
c
c
e
s
s
 
w
i
t
h
 
t
h
e
 
b
a
l
a
n
c
e
 
a
p
p
a
r
e
n
t
l
y

o
n
 
t
h
e
 
s
i
d
e
 
o
f
 
s
u
c
c
e
s
s
.

R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
 
B
e
t
w
e
e
n

C
o
e
t
/
I
n
t
e
n
s
i
t
y

S
 
A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
G
a
l
a

C
o
m
m
e
n
t



227

APPENDIX I

Los AngelesCity Unified School District

Issue: Does Compensatory Education Work?

68.69

The Los Angeles City Unified School District is the largest school district
in the United States and undertakes annual evaluations of Title I using
pre-treatment and post-treatment achievement data for reading and mathematics.
There are at least three major and separate compensatory efforts in reading
for disadvantaged children being tried at present. Achievement data results
are now available for two of these efforts and these will be discussed in
turn. Without question, the challenge in providing compensatory help to
disadvantaged children is larger in the urban setting.

Title I Schools

The district enrolls 54,000 elementary pupils
in Title breading and mathe-

matics programs. 1

The 55 Title I elementary schools in Los Angeles include the most disadvantaged
children in the city and we are informed that they are among the most disad-
vantaged in the state. There are many more schools with significant proportions
of Title I eligible children but these 55 schools are those enrolling the child-
ren judged to have the most severe learning problems.

In this setting compensatory education has
been less successful than in thestate as a whole. In the elementary grades oily 177. to 321. of the children

in the Title I schools made achievement gains
greater than .7 years per year

of instruction (see Los Angeles,Table I)

LOS ANGELES TABLE I

Achievement Gains In Reading For Pupils Receiving Compensat2ry
services in LAUB° Title I Elementary Schools: 1969-71 4

Total

Schools Children

Proportion
with gains Total
greater than number

by grade' Number

Proportion
with gains
greater than

.7 /year

Grade 2 55 11 20.0 7,643 1,316 17.2Grade 3 55 14 25.5 7,815 1,918 24.5Grade 5 55 18 32.7 7,144 2,179 30.5Grade 6 55 17 30.9 6,892 2,206 32.0

1/ Source: 51 p. 3

2/ Source: 51 P. 62
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Another way of looking at these results is to compare the outcomes for
grades as a whole. For the two years, 1969-71, no grade met the district
objective of an overall gain of one year per year of school (see Table LA
II below). The best that can be said is that 7 of 12 reading cases showed
overall gains for the ingrades above. .7 year per yer of irstruction.

In arithmetic five grades came up to the level of 1 year per year of
instruction gain and 7 of the 8 cases presented showed gains of .7 per
year of greater (see following, Los Angeles, Table II).
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TABLE: LOS ANGELES II

- Comparison of Test Scores and Gains
In All 55 Title L Elementary Schools, 1969-70 and 1970-71

READING

Grade Year Pre
GE*

.

Post
GE*

.

Difference Ob ective GE for
50th 7.ile

on Test

Yrs/Mos
BeloW
Grade

'69-70 1.8 (0.8) (0.8) 1.8 010
'70-71 1.7 (0.7) (0.8) 1.8 -0.1

2 '69-70 1.5 2.0 0.5 1.0 2.8 -0.8
2 '70-71 1.8 2.1 0.3 1.0 2.8 -0.7

3 '69-70 1.9 2.8 0.9 1.0 3.8 -1.0
3 '70-71 2.0 2.6 0.6 1.0 3.8 -1.2

4 '69-70 2.9 3.8 0.9 0.7 4.8 -1.0
4 '70-71 2.8 3.5 0.7 0.8 4.8 -1.3

5 '69-70 3.3 4.1 0.8 0.7 5.8 -1.7
5 '70-71 3.5 4.1 0.6 '0.8 5.8 -1.7

6 '69-70 3.8 4.7 0.9 0.6 6.8 -2.1
6 '70-71 4.0 4.6 0.6 0.7 6.8 -2.2

ARITHMETIC

Grade Year Pre Post Difference Objective GE for Yrs/Mbs
GE* GE* 50th Zile Below

on Test Grade

3 '69-70 1.9 3.0 1.1. 0.7 3.8 -0.8
3 '70-71 2.0 3.0 1.0 0.8 3.8 -0.8

4 '69-70 2.8 3.9 1.1 0.7 4.7 -0.8

4 '70-71 2.6 3.6 1.0 0.8 4.7 -1.1

5 '69-70 3.5 4.6 1.1 0.7 5.7 -1.1
'70-71 3.5 4.4 0.9 0.8 5.7 -1.3

6 '69-70 4.5 5.2 0.7 0.6 6.7 -1.5

6 '70-71 4.5 5.1 0.6 0.7 6.7 -1.6

*Grade Equivalent (GE) based on median raw scores
Grades 1-3 in Reading - All pupils
All others - Matched

Source: 51
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Comparison group analysis

For junior high and high school pupils the district has undertaken
further detailed analysis. This compares achivement results for
pupils with and without compensatory services in reading and
mathematics for children matched on the basis of Intelligence
Quotient and for some analyses by ethnicity.

Los Angeles, Table III

Overview of results for comparison of reading and mathematics achieve-
ment gains attained by matched pupils with and without compensatory
services

All Total
junior high Achievement

Number of categor-
ies in which Title
I Pupils showed

Number of Categories
in which Title I
Pupils reached higher
Absolute Achievement

,-._..

All
Junior High
Pupils

11 6 11

Black Junior
Junior High
Pupils

11 10 11

Brown
Junior High

11 7 9

All
Senior High
Pupils

11 6 8

Black
Senior High
Pupils

11 6 9

Brown
Senior High
pupils

11 5 1

Source:51 Tables 52-63 pp. 155-166
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This overview illustrates two conclusions from the data:

pupils with compensatory services scored higher in absolute
achievement levels than their IQ comparison groups in the
overwhelming proportion of cases; the major exception is
brown senior high school pupils;

73

black senior and junior high pupils receiving compensatory
services showed a greater incidence of . .eater gain and higher
absolute achievement levels than the total group in the matched
comparisons.

In some of these cases there are large differences in rate of gain and
absolute achievement between the pupils with compensatory education and
those without and in others the differences are small or moderate. What
should be remembered is that the pupils with the compensatory services
are more economically disadvantaged than those without in this comparison
and this suggests, given the matching of IQ, that compensatory assistance
has been coderately successful.

Los Angeles Demonstration Program in Reading and Mathematics

Thib program involved intensive mathematics and reading instruction targeted
to 2,000 8th grade low-achieving, low income, largely minority group stu-
dents.in three junior high schools. The special training to raise pupil
achievement through prescriptive teaching began in February, 1970, and has
continued with the same pupils through 1970 -71. Evaluation methodology
consisted of the analysis of standardized tests of reading and arithmetic
achievement (Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills) which were administered
to comparison pupils of similar ethnicity and program eligibility. The
achievement results can be summarized in the following manner for the three
junior high schools:

LOS ANGELES TABLE IV1

School
Number of

8t1 grade pupils Vocabulary
Reading

Arithmetic Comprehension

a 650 pupils sur-
passed compari-
son pupils w/
significant
gains

b 600 pupils scored comparison comparison
.significantly groups scored groups scored
higher than
comparison

significantly
higher

higher

c 750 scores were all scores scores were
higher than were higher higher than
comparison than compari-

on
comparison

'Evaluation Report AB938 Demonstration Program in Reading and
Mathematics, 1970-71, Los Angeles Unified School:District, Source: 44
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Instructional objectives of 10 months gain for 8 months lnstructionyere_
met or exceeded in 10 of 25 possible conditions - varied by group and
subtest. In terms of annual grade equivalent this appears to mean gains
of 1.25 years per year of instruction.
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APPENDIX J

Sacramento, California

Issue: Does Compensatory Education Work?

A major evaluation of Title I activities and achievement has been
conducted by Sacramento, California, for the school year 1970-71.
"The findingi of this evaluation indicate real progress has been
made in raising the achievement of disadvantaged pupils especially
of integrated pupils in the Project Aspiration schools."11 Title I
activities were concentrated on six elementary "saturated" schools
and two non-public elementary schools received limited services;
Project Aspiration was another Title I area of activity and involved
23 receiving schools. Various standardized achievement tests, in-
cluding Metropolitan Readiness Test and California Achievement Teat,
were administered to these children and analyzed.

The objectives for the six saturated schools were stated in achieve-
ment gain terms. The evaluation presents evidence which shows that
compensatory programs and services in these schools were effective
in improving pupil performance in reading and math. In most cases,
pupil performance exceeded anticipated performance as stated in the
performance objectives established for the project, and while pupils
may not be achieving at 'grade level' in all placement levels, the
increased percentile rankings indicate that they are moving toward
the norm population. "?/ Table 1 summarizes the reading achievement
results measured for 1,272 children in grades 1-6. The objective of
7.5 months growth for 7.5 months was realized between pre and post-
tests for the children in this analysis. Table 2 summarizes the
math achievement results measured for 1,356 children in grades 1-6.
Again, the objective of 7.5 months growth was met for all grade-
placement levels, except for grade 5 which reached a median gain of
7 months; this was equal to the number of months instruction between
pre and post-tests.

Project Aspiration was "designed to alleviate the advera effects of
de facto segregation and to provide integrated educational experiences
for many children in the district."21 The program involved the re-
assignment of approximately 1,600 elementary pupils from six de facto
segregated schools to twenty-three receiving schools; and the objec-
tives were stated in achievement gain terms as well as providing
ethnically integrated educational experiences. Tables 3 and 4 present
the summary of evidence that the stated objectives for reading and math
were achieved. The project was effective in promoting improved pupil

1/ Focus on Reading and Mathematics: An Evaluation Report on a Program
of CompensatoryEducation, ESEA, Title I, Sacramento City Unified
School District, July 1971, forward. Source: 61 .

2/ Ibid., p. 123.
3/ Ibid., p. 161.
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performance in reading at placement (grade) levels 1-6 (i.e., above
7 months growth for 867 children) and in math achievement at place-
ment levels 2-6 (i.e., above 7 months growth for 917 children.)
While the pupils may not be achieving at "grade level" at all levels,
the increased percentile rankings indicate they are catching up with
the norm.

Limitations of the Data

The achievement data and changes in pupil behavior could not be re-
lated to specific services or activities provided by the Title I
support and thereby were considered in terms of the total programs.
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Sacramento: Table 1
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Sacramento: Table 2
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APPENDIX L

Cleveland, Ohio

84-85

A. Does Compensatory Education Work?

During FY-71 the Cleveland Public Schools evaluated two programs designed
to improve the reading ability of disadvantaged children. Evaluation of
pre-post Gates-NacGinitie test data for pupils in both programs indicated
that substantial reading gains were demonstrated by many pupils served
in these programs. Pupils deemed to be reading at. an "acceptable level
of performance" ranged from one-third to one-half of the total participants
in the two programs evaluated during the fiscal year.

1. Diagnostic Reading Clinic Program (Title I)

The general purpose of this program was the diagnosis of reading
.lisabilities which required instructional strategies beyond the
resources of the usual classroom. Individual assessment and
perscription teaching by specialists were provided to a total of
846 pupils in grades 4-7 (644 were assigned to the remedial portion)
by a full-time staff of 30 augmented by the services of two part-time
individuals (Table 1). Pupils were transported to and from their
home schools to the clinic on a daily basis. Pupils received
services for an average of 5 hours per week for the service team.

For purposes of evaluation a 127 representative sample of remedial
participants was randomly selected (N=75). The criterion of reading
achievement within one year of reading expectancy (grade level) was
deemed an "appropriate level of performance" and better than 1/3 of
the participants reached this goal. The average gain in grade
equivalent units was 6.2 in an average service period of 3.2 months --
almost twice the gain expected of normal children for this time
period. The remedial needs of pupils determined their placement
in the following three remedial categories: (Table 2)

long-term -- (Most severely disabled -- 40% of service group) -

average service period was 4% months -- average
gain of almost 8 grade equivalents (1.7 GE/month).

moderate-term --(52% of service group) -- made average gain of
almost 4 units in average service period of three
months (1.2 GE/month).

short-term -- (9% of service group) -- narrowed the gap between
performance levels and reading expectancy by an

.

average of 7 months in a 2-month average service
period (3.5 OE/month),
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2. Reading Improvement Project - Title I

This program is designed to serve the primary grades in target
schools with the greatest proportion of economic deprivation.
The project utilizes the services of a reading consultant in
each target school and serves a randomly selected group of pupils
identified by classroom teachers and school principals as
experiencing difficulty in mastering reading. The program provides
master teachers and educational aides to furnish individual and
small group instruction on a daily basis.

In FY 71 project services were provided to 1838 pupils in grades
1-3 in 20 public and three non-public schools eligible for Title I
services. * Children recommended for this experimental program
who were not randomly selected were placed on i waiting list for
future assignment in the event experimental children moved from
the attendance zone. For program evaluation purposes, a control
group was selected from these program eligible but non-participating
children. The evaluation sample containing both experimental and
control children is shown in Table 4.

A comparison of post test scores for the experimental and control
groups (Table 5) indicates that the experimental pupils performed
significantly higher than control pupils on tests of vocabulary
and comprehension. (Multivariate F-ratio =4.8330, statistically
significant at the .0003 level of probability.) These data are
shown graphically in Table 6.

Third grade experimental girls scored 1.0 grade equivalent unit
higher than the control groupin vocabulary and 9/10 G.E. unit
higher in comprehension. Tie experimental boys also scored higher
than the control groups.

Grade two experimental boys and girls both scored significantly
higher than the control groups in vocabulary and slightly higher
in comprehension.

First grade experimental girls scored higher in both vocabulary and
comprehension while there was no difference between experimental
and control group boys at this level.

Comparison of pre and post test scores for boys (Table 7)'and
girls (Table 8) in the experimental and control groups with
normal expectation shows that the rate of gain for the experimental
groups exceeds the normal rate for 2nd and 3rd grade vocabulary
and 3rd grade comprehension.' The improvement, of the experimental
groups always exceeds that of the control group and 3rd grade girls

*See Table 3.
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succeeded in achieving the vocabulary level expected of normal
children. The 2nd grade comprehension scores for both boys and
girls shows that although the experimental groups were performing
slightly better than the control groups, the rate of gain (slope)
was lower than the rate of gain of normal children.

For purposes of evaluating the reading improvement project effect,
a criterion of reading performance within one half-year of reading
expectancy (grade level) was established. A comparison of grade
equivalent scores for comprehension with reading expectancies
showed that 49 percent of second graders served by the program
placed within a half-year or above their reading expectancies.
Fifty percent of the third grade pupils achieved this level of
performance. Similar evaluations of the Reading Improvement Project
for the two preceding years were: FY 69, 2nd grade 407., 3rd grade =

377.; FY 70, 2nd grade - 497., 3rd grade 387..

B. Is there a relationship between cost/intensity and probability of Success?,

1. Diagnostic Clinic Costs:

Average program costs for the upper elementary grades was $322 per
pupil. Calculation of the cost of each .1 equivalent units based
on the overall average of 6.2 grade equivalent units of gain evidenced
by the total sample results in a cost of $52 for each grade equivalent
unit

Normal district PPE reading $81

Normal expected gain/month 1.0

Diagnostic Clinic PPE $322

Average gain/month 1.2 - 3.5

2. Reading Improvement project Costs:

Per pupil expenditures in this program were also $322. Based on
test scores for comprehension and vocabulary it was determined
that it cost approximately $1,075 per disadvantaged pupil to raise
comprehension by one grade level and approximately $645 for
vocabulary.
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C. Limitations of the Data

1. Diagnostic Clinic Program

The nature of this program precluded the use of the traditional
experimental-control design for evaluation. The.methodology of
determining the objective criterion of raising reading
performance to within one year of grade level is satisfactorily
documented. Some education evaluators feel that the short
elapsed time period (average of 2 months) between pre and post
testing results of the highest scoring group (short service term)
may result in less reliable scores. Gains achieved by the
moderate and long-te.m groups are probably the more realistic
in scale.

2. Reading Improvement Project.

Well planned evaluation using standard experimental -- control
design and evaluation techniques.



244

89

Cleveland, Ohio -- Diagnostic Clinic Program

Cleveland: Table 1

Program Participants

Grade Public Non-Public Total

4 262 31 293

5 291 40 331
6 181 23 204
7 14 4 18

TOTAL 748 98 846

(88.5) (11.5) (100.0)

From the total group receiving diagnostic services, 644 were assigned
to the Clinic for the correctional reading program according to the
following treatment categories:

. Long-term service, 255 pupils, 40 per cent of service group;

Moderate-term service, 322 pupils, 52 per cent of service group;

Short-term, 57 pupils, 9 per cent of service group.

Cleveland: Table 2

Average Gains Between Reading Performance
Levels and Expectancies

Service
Group

No.

Pupils
Average Gains
in G.E. Units*

Average Service
Period

Average
Monthly Gain

Long 30 7.7 4.5 months 1.7

Moderate 39 3.7 3.1 months 1.2

Short 6 7.3 2.1 months 3.5

Total
Sample 75 6.2 3.2 months 1.9

*Based on Reading Comprehension Test Results

Source: Diagnostic Reading Clinic - Title I Evaluation 1970-71, pp.9,6
prepared by Cleveland Public Schools, Division of Research and
Development. Source: 40.
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Cleveland: Table 3

Cleveland, Ohio -- Reading Improvement Project

Distribution of Project Participants by Grade

PUBLIC

and Sex

NON PUBLIC

Group Boys Girls Total Boys Girls Total

Grade 1 241 190- 431 11 9' 20

Grade 2 339 266 605 15 9 24

Grade 3. 421 331 752 6 6

TOTAL 1,001 787 1,788* 32 18 50

*A total of 1,838 pupils participated in the project

Cleveland: Table 4

Sample Population by Grade and Sex

Grade Group Rxperimen.tal Control Total

1 Boys 32 13 45
Girls 24 9 33

2 Boys 58 21 79
Girls 42 21 63

3 Boys 53 22 75
Girls 44 15 59

Total. 253 101 354

Source: Reading Improvement Project - Title I Evaluation 1970-71,pp.8,17
Prepared by Cleveland Public Schools, Division of Research and
Development. Source: 41.

90
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Cleveland: Table 5
91

Cleveland, Ohio - Reading Improvement Project

Post Test Average Grade Equivalent Scores (Gates-MacGinitie)
For Evaluation Sample Experimental and Control Groups

By Grade and Sex

Grade 1, 3

Grade Mean* Vocabulary
Grade Equivalent

Mean* ComprehensiOn
Grade Equivalent

I Boys E 45.09 1.7 45.75 1.6

C 45.46 1.7 43.62 1.6

Girls E 49.33 2.0 50.62 2.0

C 43.89 1.7 45.33 1.6

II Boys E 46.55 2.6 42.90 2.4

C 42.71 2.3. 41.52 2.3

Girls E 48.93 2.8 44.74 2.5

C 42.86 2.3 41.86 2.3

III Boys E 46.26 3.4 44.17 3.0

C 42.68 3.0 40.27 2.5

Girls E 49.07 3.7 45.52 3.3

C 41.13 2.7 38.53 2.4

*Post Test Standard Score Means

Source: Reading Improvement Project - Title I Evaluation 1970-71, p.25
Prepared by Cleveland Public Schools, Division of Research and
Development.' Source: 41.
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APPENDIX M'

SUMMARY
Federal Evaluations of Compensatory Education

There have been four large-scale evaluations of federally funded com-
pensatory education programs. The main finding of these studies was
that compensatory education has not been successful in significantly
improving the achievement level of disadvantaged children.

1966-67 Scnool Year

The FY 671 report on Title I analyzed achievement scores for 155,000
studentS in 189 Title I projects. The results indicated:

"that a child who participated in a Title I pro-
ject had only a 19% chance of a significant
achievement gain, a 13% chance of a significant
loss, and a 68% chance of no change at all. This
sample of observations is unrepresentative of
Title I projects. It is, more likely, representa-
tive of projects in which there was, a higher
than average investment in resources. Therefore,
more Significant achievement gains should be
found here than in the more representative
sample of Title I projects. 1

Analysis of Compensatory Education in 11 Cities: 1965-1967

95 -%

GE-TEMPO studied compensatory education programs for 132 schools in
11 school districts in 1968.2 The study utilized pre-treatment and
post-treatment achievement scores for 35,000 pupils from school years
1965-66 and 1966-67. It was commissioned to answer two questions:
whether compensatory education programs resulted in enhancement of
pupil performance and what pupil, school, and program characteristics
were associated with changes in pupil, performance.

The sample was chosen in conjunction with HEW, and the districts were
selected on the assumption that they might be the most likely to show
progress. Both longitudinal and fixed grade analyses were done with the
achievement test data for reading. The issue considered was whether
the achievement gap between Title I classes and the national norm was
closed: the fixed-grade analysis focused upon the movement of the mean
and the first decile of that distribution. Achievement results were
ambiguous: In'the majority of grade unit cases (180 out of 314) there
was either negative or no change in the first decile. The longitudinal
analysis was available only for one district and indicated that concen-
trated reading programs showed impressive gains: the rate of improvement
was 10% greater than the normal achievement rate of 1.0 grade equivalent
units per year.

1Piccariello, Report for Fiscal Year 1967, no date. Source: 68 p. 1

2TEMPO Evaluation of Title I ESEA Compensatory Education, General Electric
Company, TEMPO Center for Advance Studies, Santa Barbara, California, 1968.

( Source: 65.
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1967-1968 School Year

The FY 68 Survey of Compensatory Education was unrepresentativp nation-
ally and also tended to over-represent large urban districts. No
relation was found between extent of participation in compensatory
education and achievement, and neither participants nor non-partici-
pants demonstrated any improvement in the rate of reading progress.
The FY 68 survey also found that pupil family income and education and
school socioeconomic composition were consistently related to pupil
achievement, regardless of compensatory participation.

The analysis design assumed 133,500 achievement scores would be
collected. Instead, the total used for analyses was 11,500 of which
40% were participants and 60% were non- participants. These scores
were analyzed because they were among the few submitted, which were
both pre and post from one of the standardized tests.

1968-1969 School Year

Achievement data were collected by the FY 1969 Survey of Compensatory
Education and analyzed and reported by Glass (1970). 2 The standardized
achievement data used in this analysis was not representative nationally
but does contain a significant number of scores for Title I children.
Out of 104,000 students in the national sample of both participants and
non-participants in Title I, only 7,784 scores (or 7.5%) in grades 2, 4
and 6 were analyzed - 20% were participating children while 80% were
non-participating children.

SUMMARY OF AVAILABILITY OF ACHIEVEMENT TEST DATA 3

1969 Survey of Compensatory Education
National Sample of 104,000 Pupils in Grades 2, 4, 6

Grade

Matched
Pre -Post

Test Scores

Matched Scores
Completed

Data

Matched Scores
With Complete
Data and Sufficient
Number of scores

2 5,805 3,130 2,205

4 4,556 2,685 2,685

6 7,056 3;316 2,894

17,419 9,131 7,784*

*Total set of test scores analyzed: only 1,500 (20%) were Title I
participants.

Education of the Disadvantaged: An Evaluation Report on Title I of
.ESEA. Fiscal Year 1968 Source: 64.

2
Glass, G.11., Data Analysis of the 1968-69 Survey of Compensatory
Education (Title I), Ftnal Report. Boulder, Colorado: University
of Colorado Laboratory of Educational Research, August 1970. Source: 66.

JHEW/ASPE internal working paper, February 9, 1971.
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The analysis of achievement data shows that a higher proportion of
students selected for participation in reading programs were below
grade level than were non-participants. This indicates that children
with the greatest reading deficits were selected for remedial reading
programs. In additions when residual gain scores (scores calculated
by subtracting post-test scores from predicted post-test scores) were

analyzed, results of this.subsample showed that nonparticipants made
larger gains than participants.

The number of remedial reading programs serving children seemed to
have little effect on participants' reading gains. The FY 69 survey,
however, did collect opinions on student achievement taken from a
nationally representative group of teachers. They rated participants
and non-participants in terms of proficiency in certain subjects. In
reading, 68% of the Title I participants were rated by their teachers
as showing improvement compered to 58.5% for non - participants. In
mathematics, the proportions were 58.2% and 56.2% respectively for
participants and non-participants. This opinion data is interesting
but by no means conclusive.



253

SUMMARY

Independent Assessment of The National Survey for 1968-69

No scholars examined the 1968-69 Federal survey of Com-
pensatory education.1/ A summary of their conclusions and
excerpts from their report are included in order to provide
further information on what has and has not been learned in
these surveys.

In answer' to the question, "What has been the impact of
Title I and a wide variety of other compensatory education
efforts on'the children served?" the study found:

1. Inadequate evaluation strategies made it impossible
to determine whether children in compensatory pro-
grams showed increases in average yearly achievement
relative to appropriate control children. When,
however, participants were compared to non-participants
(including disadvantaged and non-disadvantaged pupils),
they continued to show declines in average yearly
achievement (relative to non-participants).

2. "Teacher estimates of academiC achievement for partici-
pants showed significantly greater results than did
test results. Teachers also found desirable social
growth more often in participants than in non-partici-
pants. These survey findings are consistent with other
studies which in general show teacher's subjective
judgments re improvement more favorable than objective
tests and also show positive estimates of change in the
affective domain".

1/ Edmund W. Gordon and James Kourtrelakos, "Utilizing
Available Information from Compensatory Education and
Surveys", Final Report, Office of Education, 1971.

97-457 0 - 73 (Pt. 1) - 17
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APPENDIX N

ACHIEVEMENT RESULTS FROM THE NATIONAL
EVALUATION OF FOLLOW THROUGH

Background

100:101

Since 1967, Follow Through has conducted research on a variety of
approaches for educating disadvantaged children from kindergarten
through third grade. During the past three years, Follow Through
has attempted to implement and evaluate 20 different approaches to
compensatory education in its research. Initial evaluation data
suggest that a range of alternative "models" for educating disad-
vantaged children have been developed. Although conclusions con-
cerning Follow Through must be considered tentative pending replication
of first cohort findings, the Office of Education is beginning to
possess information about a number Of alternative compensatory
education approaches. A meaningful basis for policy decisions will
be provided by information concerning the first complete Follow Through
cohort--the cohort which will graduate from third grade in June, 1973.

Preliminary data collected during 1969-70 on kindergarten and first
grade children in the first complete Follow Through cohort revealed
that:

--Follow Through children made greater achievement gains than
comparison.children. The differences were statistically
significant at both grade levels, although they were extremely
small in absolute magnitude.

--Effects of Follow Through on achievement were greatest for
Children whose families were definitely below the 0E0 poverty
line. The differences between gains of Follow Through children
from these families and gains of comparison children were
again` statistically significant at both kindergarten and first
grade, although once more the absolute size of differences
was quite small.
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Preliminary results from the first national evaluation of Follow
Through are now available. These data focus on the consequences of
the program for participating children, their parents and teachers
during the 1969-70 school year. Fourteen of the twenty Follow Through
approaches were in their second or third years of operation during
1969-70 and were included in the evaluation. In order to describe
some of the "inputs" provided by them, the evaluation asked, "What
is the nature of children's, parents' and teachers' experiences in
programs based on different approaches?" In order to describe the
benefits or "outputs" of different approaches, the evaluation assessed
changes in a variety of domains assumed to effect children's subsequent
experiences and thereby ultimately influence their opportunities for
self-confident, productive lives. Included were children's academic
achievement, their attitudes towards school and learning and their
interpersonal fee.,:ngs; parents' participation in education programs
and educational policy decisions and their feelings of efficacy in
relation to their own lives, the school and the community; and teachers'
educational practices and attitudes and their satis2action with Follow
Through children's progress.

Conclusions concerning these areas must be considered tentative pend-
ing results of current efforts in evaluating the Follow Through program.
A major ongoing evaluation is both reexamining patterns of effects
which were found in the first year of evaluation and is collecting
and analyzing data with considerably more precision than heretofore.
Evidence was collected during 1969-70 on a sample of 5800 children
in their first year of public school--in kindergarten in some school
districts and first grade in others. This evidence suggests that
Follow Through is accomplishing some of its intended objectives.

The fourteen different approaches in the 1969-70 evaluation can be
categorized into five groups on the basis of their primary emphasis
in working with disadvantaged children and their families. A first
sponsor group, the Structured Academic approaches, includes models
that place heavy emphasis on teaching academic information in the
classroom through programmed instructional techniques. The second
group of sponsors, the Discovery approaches, have as their primary
goal promoting the development of autonomous, self-confident learners
rather than simply transmitting specific knowledge and skills. The
third group of sponsors, the Cognitive Discovery approaches, attempt
primarily to foster the growth of basic cognitive processes such as
reasoning, classifying, and counting through guiding children's dis-
coveries, through teaching specific skills to them, and through
constantly engaging children in verbal activities. The fourth group
of programs, the Self-Sponsored approaches, are similar to one another
in unique characteristics of sponsorship rather than in the educational
processes they employ.- All the projects in this group are Self-Sponsored,
meaning the local school district staff has played the role of architect
and implementer of the Follow Through project. The fifth group includes
sponsors which are also similar in unique characteristics of sponsor-
ship, in this case each of them being Parent-Implemented and not having
a secondary affiliation with a particular instructional model.
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Although the children in the evaluation are scheduled to participate
in Follow Through projects for 2-3 more years (through completion of
third grade), the evaluation showed that after 1-2 years in the program:

o Follow Through children made somewhat greater gains in achieve-
ment during the school year than did non-Follow Through children.
The differences, although small in absolute magnitude, were
statistically significant in both the kindergarten and first
grade samples.

o Effects of Follow Through on achievement were greatest for
children whose families were definitely below tLe Office of
Economic Opportunity poverty line. Both kindergarten and
first grade Follow Through children from these families made
gains in achievement larger than those of comparison children.
Again, differences were small in absolute size but were statis-
tically significant at both grade levels.

o Follow Through's effects on achievement were largest in magnitude
and most consistent in Structured Academic approaches--those
approaches emphasizing the teaching of academic information
through sequentially structured activities and frequent extrinsic
reinforcement. The differences between achievement gains of
Follow Through children in these approaches and comparison
Children were statistically significant at both kindergarten
and first grade, although the absolute size of differences was
once again small. Statistically significant differences in
achievement between Follow Through and non-Follow Through children
were found at either kindergarten or first grade (but not both)
in other approaches, with all of these findings favoring Follow
Through children.

o Follow Through children manifested positive shifts in attitudes
toward school and learning during the school year, shifts larger
'ian those of comparison children in both kindergarten and

first grade. The differences approached statistical significance
at both grade levels, but were again small in absolute size.

o Follow Through participants whose families were definitely
below the 0E0 poverty line made the largest positive shifts
of any children in attitudes towards school and learning.
Their gains were somewhat larger than those of comparison
Children at both grade levels, and the differences were statis-
tically signiiicant among first graders.

o Positive shifts in attitudes towards. school and learning among
Follow Through children were greatest and most consistent in
Discovery and Cognitive - Discovery approaches, with children
in these approaches making slightly larger gains than comparison
children in both kindergarten and first grade. These approaches
tend to view the child's development as a complex whole, in
which the growth of a positive self-image, initiative, independence,

expectations of success, rnd problem-solving skills are all
important and interrelated aspects of development.
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o In the Discovery and Cognitive-Discovery approaches, there was
a statistically significant association between gains in achieve-
ment and positive shifts in attitudes towards school and learning.
In other words, in these approaches children's growth in attitudes
and in achievement went hand-in-hand. In the Structured Academic
approaches, in contrast, growth in achievement and in attitudes
were found to be independent of one another.

o Systematic observations of Follow Through classrooms indicated
that approaches differed in actual practice in accordance with
their published program descriptions. The kinds of activities
engaged in by different classes, the role of children's own
inquiry versus teacher-directed learning, and the nature of
teachers' praise and feedback were a few of the dimensions for
which objective observations suggested a correspondence between
programs' orientations and children's day-to-day experiences.
The systematic observations also showed that Most adult-child
communication in Follow Through classes focussed on the individual
child or a small group of children, with significantly more
adult communication being addressed to large groups of children
in non-Follow Through than in Follow Through classes..

o Parents of Follow Through children were better informed about
their children's school programs, more likely to visit school,
to work in classrooms and talk to teachers, and more convinced
of their ability to effect school programs than parents of
comparison children. Differences in each of these areas were
statistically significant in both the kindergarten and first
grad samples, suggesting that Follow Through was successful
in increasing parental awareness of and involvement in school
activities.

o Follow Through's consequences for teachers were suggested in
both attitudes and behaviors. Follow Through teachers were
more likely to consider home-visits important and to make more
home-visits, and to place high vall.j. on parents' direct

4aparticipation in the classroom tnon-Follow Through teachers.
In addition, Follow Through Spadhers showed markedly greater
satisfaction with the progress of their students than did non-
Follow Through teachers.

In summary, the 1969-70 evaluation of Follow Through provided preliminary
information for Federal and State decision makers, for school adminis-
trators, teachers and parents about the variety of educational experiences
available to young, children and the likely consequences of these experiences.
It suggested that Follow Through is having some impact on children's
academic achievement and their attitudes towards school and learning.
It also suggested a match between programs' orientations, the classroom
experiences they provide, and their patterns of effects on children.

1
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The conclusions to be drawn from the first year evaluation are, how-
ever, unclear. The consistent pattern of positive and statistically
significant effects suggest to some well-informed individuals that
'Follow Through is a success--and is definitely more of a success than
other compensatory education programs. Equally well-informed individuals
have pointed to the small absolute size of differences between Follow
Through and non-Follow Through children and have proclaimed the
program a failure--particularly in view of the Follow Through program
cost of $800 per child. These individuals have emphasized the point
that statistically significant-results which are readily achieved in
comparisons involving large numbers of cases like those in the Follow
Through evaluation) shOuld not blind us to the fact that absolute
differences between the Follow Through and control samples are very
small. .Thus, before we can conclude that the. Follow Through program
is in fact achieving educationally significant results, the final
evaluation will have to demonstrate much larger differences than have
appeared so far between the Follow Through and control groups.

It appears that a definitive interpretation of the first-year findings
must await the results of ongoing evaluation efforts. The current
Follow Through evaluation will describe effects of different approaches
after children have participated in them continuously for several .

years. In addition, it will re-examine patterns of effects which were
found in the first year of evaluation and will collect and analyze
data with considerably more precision than heretofore. Therefore,
the information collected in the current evaluation should help to
interpret the significance of findings from the first-year evaluation.
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APPENDIX 0

SUMMARY

1

EVALUATION OF THE HEAD START PROGRAM

This report presents the results, of a study on the impact

of Head Start carried out for the Office of Economic Opportunity

from June 1968 through May 1969 by Westinghouse Learning

Corporation and Ohio University.

The study attempted in a relatively short period of time

to provide an answer to a limited question concerning Head

Start's impact; namely: Taking.the program as a whole as it

has operated to date, to what degree has it had psychological

and intellectual impact on children that has persisted into the

primary grades?

The very real limitation of our study should be established

at once. The study did not address the question of Head Start's

medical or nutritional .impact. It did not measure the effect

of Head Start on the stability of family life. It did not assess

the impact of Head Start on the total community, on the schools,

or on the morale and attitudes of the children while they were

in the program. The study is therefore a limited and iartial

evaluation, but one based on solid, useful, and responsi:Ile

research.

We were not asked to answer all the questions that might

have been asked. Those that we did ask (and answer), however,

1Nestingliouse Learning Cirporation-Ohio State University,
The Impact of Headatart, June 12,1969

29/
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were the right questions to ask first. This is an ex post

facto study; we therefore did not have the opportunity to ob-

serve the Head Start classrooms whose output we measured,

nor could we attempt to ascertain various kinds of second-

ary social or mental health benefits.

The basic question posed by the study was:

To what extent are the children now in the first,

second, and third grades who attended Head Start

programs different in their intellectual and social-

personal development from comparable children

who did not attend?

To answer this question, a sample of one hundred and four

Head Start centers across the country was chosen. A sample of

children from these centers who had gone on to the first, sec-

ond, and third grades in local area schools.and a matched sample

of control children.from the same grades and schoOls who had

not attended Head Start were administered a series.of tests

covering various aspects of cognitive and affective develop-

ment (listed below). The parents of both the former Head Start

enrollees and the control children were interviewed and a broad

range of attitudinal, social, and economic data. was collected.

Directors or other officials of all the centers were interviewed

and information was collected on various characteristics of the

current local Head Start programs. The primary grade teach-

ers rated both groups of children on achievement motivation

and supplied a description of the intellectual and emotional en-

vironment of their elementary schools.
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Analyses of comparative performances on the assessment

measures of all children in the study were conducted for each

selected center area. Findings were combined, then, into the

total national sample (called the overall analysis) and into three

major subgroupings of centers formerly attended by the Head

Start.child:ren:Ahe later ttittig classified by geographic region,

city size, and racialjethnic composition. All the findings were

also related to the type of program attended, i.e., summer

or full-year program.

The 'major findings of the study are:

1. In the overall analysis for the Metropolitan

Readiness Tests (MET), a generalized meas-

ure of learning readiness containing subtexts

on word meaning, listening, matching, alpha-

bet, numbers, and copying, the. Head Start

children who had attended full-year programs

and who were beginning grade one were super-

ior to the controls by a small but statistically

significant margin on both "Total Readiness"

and the riListening".subscore. However, the

Head Start children who had attended summer

programs did not score significantly higher

than the controls. (This particular cognitive

measure was used in grade one because it does

not require the ability to read.)

2. In the overall analysis for the Stanford Achieve-

ment Test (SAT), a general measure of child-

ren,s academic achievement, containing sub--

109
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tests on word reading, paragraph meaning,

spelling, arithmetic, and so on, used to meas-

ure achievement at grades two and three, the

Head Start children from both the summer and

the full-year programs did not score signifi-

cantly higher than the controls at the grade two

level, While the children from the summer

programs failed to score higher than the controls

at grade three, an adequate evaluation of the

effect of the full-year program at this grade

level was limited by the small number of pro-

grams.

3. In the overall analysis for the Illinois Test of

Psycho linguistic Abilities (ITPA), a measure

of language development containing separate

tests on auditory and vocal reception, auditory

and visual memory, auditory-vocal associ-

ation, visual-motor association, etc., the Head

Start children did not score significantly higher

than the controls at any of the three grade

levels for the summer programs. In the case

of the full-year programs, two isolated dif-

ferences in favor of Head Start were found at

grade two for two subtests of the ITPA, namely,

"Visual Sequential Memory" and "Manual Ex-

pression. "

4. In the overall analysis for the Children's Seff-

Concept Index (CSCI), a projective measure

of the degree to which the child has a positive
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self-concept, the Head Start children from

both the summer and the full-year programs

did not score significantly higher than the con-

trols at any of the three grade levels.

5. In the overall analysis for the Classroom

Behavior Inventory (CBI), a teacher rating

assessraemt of,the Cbilrfren's desire for achieve-,
ment in school, the Head Start children Itrom

both the summer and the full-year programs did

not score significantly hign.:r than the controls at

any of the ,three grade levels.

6. In the overall analysis for the Children's Atti-

tudinal Range Indicator (CAM), a picture-story

projective measure of the child's attitudes

toward sch.,ol, home, peers, and society, the

Head Start children from the full-year programs

did not score significantly higher than the con-

trols at any of the three grade levels. One iso-

lated positive difference for summer programs

was found on the "Home" attitude subtest at grade

one.

7. The above findings pertain to the total national

sample. As mentioned previously, additional

analyses were made for three subgroups of the

national sample: geographic regions, city-size

groups, and racial/ethnic composition categories..

Analysis of the summer programs by subgroups

revealed few differences where Head Start child-

ren scored higher than their controls. Analysis
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of the full-year programs by the same sub-

groupings revealed a number of statistically

significant differences in which, on some Meas-

ures (mostly subtests of cognitive measures)

.and .atone an: her grade level, the Head

Stan, children scored higher than their con-

trols. There were consistent favorable pat-

terns for certain subgroups: where centers were

in the Southeastern geographic region, in core

cities, or of mainly Negro composition. Even

though the magnitudes of most of these differ-

ences were small, they were statistically sig-

nificant and indicated that the program evidently

had had some limited effect with children who had

attended one or another of these types of full-year

centers.

8. Apart from any comparison with control groups,

the scores of Head Start children on cognitive

measures fall consistently below the national norms

of standardized tests. While the former Head Start

enrollees approach the national level on school

readiness (measured by the MRT at first grade),

their relative standing is considerably less favor-

able for the tests of tge development and

scholastic achievement. On the SAT they trail

about six-tenti:s of a year at second grade and close

to a full year at grade three. They lag from seven

to nine months and eight to eleven months respec-

tively on the ITPA at first and second grades.



265

9. Parents of Head Start children expressed strong

approval of the program and its effect on their

children. They reported substantial participa-

tion in the activities of the centers. Parents of

full-year enrollees tended to be slightly better

educated but with a slightly lower income than

parents of summer enrollees; summer programs

enrolled a larger proportion of white children.

Viewed in broad perspective, the major conclusions of

the study are:

1. Summer programs appear to be ineffective in pro-

ducing any gains in cognitive and affective develop -.

ment that persist into the early elementary grades.

2. Full-year programs appear to be ineffective as

measured by the tests of affeCtive development .

used in the study, but are marginally effective in

producing gains in cognitive development that

could be detected in grades one, two, and three.

Programs appeared to be of greater effectiveness

for certain subgroups of centers, notably in mainly

Negro centers, in scattered programs in the central

cities, and in Southeastern centers.

3. Head Start children, whether from summer or from

full-year programs, still appear to be considerably

below national norms for the standardized tests of

language development and scholastic achievement,

while performance on school readiness at grade one

approaches the national-norm.
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4. Parents of Head Start enrollees voiced strong

approval of the program and its influence on their

children. They reported substantial participation

in the activities of the centers.

An analysis of covariance random replications model was

used for the main analysis of the data obtained in this study.

This statistical procedure was cross-checked by both a non-

parametric analysis (with appropriate matchings) and an analy-

sis of covariance with individuals rather than centers as the

basic unit. Overall results with all procedures were similar.

In sum, the Head Start children can not be said to be

appreciably different from their peers in the elementary grades

who did not attend Head Start in most aspects of cognitive and

affective development measured in this study, with the exception

of the slight but nonetheless significant superiority of full-year

Head Start children on certain measures of cognitive develop-

ment.

A variety of interpretations of the data tic possible. Our

measures were taken after children had been out of Head Start

from one to three years, in order to detect persisting effects.

It is conceivable that the program does have a significant im-

pact on the children but that the effect is matched by other ex-

periences, that it is contravened by the generally impoverished

environment to which the disadvantaged child returns after he

leaves the Head Start program, or that it is an intellectual

spurt that the first grade itself produces in the non-Head Start

child. Or it is possible that the Head Start program has a

Aignificant impact on the children who attended, but that-the
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presence of these improved children in the classroom has

raised the level of the whole class to the point where there

are no longer statistically reliable differences between the

Head Start and non-Head Start children. A furthei possibility

exists that Head Start hart been of conaiderabli,:impact where

adequately impiemented,lbut lank of more positive findings

reflects poor implementation of the program. Or it is pos-

sible that Head Start has been effective only with certain types

of pupils, and so on.

In any case, the study indicates that Head Start as it is

presently constituted has not provided widespread signifi-

cant cognitive and affective gains which are supported, rein-

forced, or maintained in conventional education programs in

the primary grades. However, in view of the mixed results

from the full-year findings, the impact on the parents, the

obvious values of the medical and nutritional aspects of the

program, and the critical need for remediating the effects

of poverty on disadvantaged children, we make the followinc

recommendations:

1. Summer programs should be phased out as early

as feasible and converted into full-year or ex-

tended-year programs.

2. Full-year programs should be continued, but every

effort should be made to make them more effective.

Some specific suggestions are:

a. Making them a part of an intervention

strategy of longer duration, perhaps ex-

.tending.downward toward infancy and up-,

ward into.the primary gilides.
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b. Varying teaching strategies with the

characteristics of the children.'

c. Concentrating on the remediation of

specific deficiencies as suggested by the

study, e.g., language deficiencies, de-

,,,,,ficiencies in spelling or arithmetic.

d.' Training of parents to become more effec-

tive teachers of their children.

3. In view of the limited state of knowledge about

what would constitute a more effective program,

some of the full-year programs should be set up

as experimental programs (strategically placed

on a regional bais), to permit the implementatilr,

of new procedures and techniques and provide for

an adequate assessment of results. Innovations

which prove to be successful could then be insti-

tuted on a large scale within the structure of

present full-year programs. Within the experi-

mental context, such innovations as longer period

of intervention or total family intervention might

be tried.

4. Regardless of where and how it is articulated into

the structure of the federal government, the agency

attempting the dual research and teaching missions

presently assigned Head Start should be granted the

focal identity and organizational unity necessary

to such complex and critical experimental pro-

grams. Their basis of funding should take

cognizance of both the social significance of these
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missions and the present state-of-the-art of

programs attempting to carry them out.

In conclusion, although this study indicates that full-

year Head Start appears to be a more effective compensa-

tory educational program than summer Head Start, its

benefits cannot be described as satisfactory. Therefore

we strongly recommend litattiarge-scale efforts and

substantial resources continue to be devoted to the search

for finding more effective programs, procedures, and

techniques for remediating the effects of poverty on dis-

advantaged children.

97-457 0 - 73 (Pt. 1) - 18
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APPENDIX P

DESCRIPTIONS OF SUCCESSFUL COMPENSATORY. EDUCATION PROJECTS
WITH EXPLANATORY NOTES AND DEFINITIONS 1

Ex lanstor Notes and Definitions to Ace an Pro ect Profiles

Context (definitions)

Urban - Community of 2,500 or more inhabitants not within connoting
distance of a city of 50,000 or sore inhabitants.

Rural - Community of fewer than 2,500 inhabitants.

Suburban - Community of fewer than 50,000 inhabitants within cam-
. muting distance of a city with 50,000 or more inhabitants.

Title I Support (definitions)

Yes - Title I support. May have been ei.her total or partial.

No - Unsupported by Title I.

Note: Evaluation of Title I support applies only to the calendar
period cited outer Target Group Characteristics.

Number Served (note)

Figure given represents total number of children served during cited
time period. In some instances it includes Children in grade levels
other than Cause where success was demonstrated.

Dates (note)

Dates reflect perici for which evidence of project success was
available to the AIR investigators. The projects ay have operated
at other timAa as well:

Age or Grade Rangc (note)

Only thos' age or grade ranges where success was demonstrated are
reported. Zrojects may have served additional ages or grades.

Measured Cognitive Objectives (note)

Reference is made here only to those cognitive objectives for which
there was evidence of project success. Projects may have had other
objectives.

1/Source #77
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Time given is from pretest to posttest or from beginning of treat-
ment to posttest. Actual treatment duration may have been greater.

Only the most salient components within each of the listed categories
are prePented. Space limitations precluded exhaustive enumeration
of all project characteristics.'

Pupil-Teacher Ratio (definition)

Teacher - Adults in instructional roles were defined as teachers
whether or not they were certificated or considered
"professional." Adults in noninstructional roles were
not counted.

Tests Used (note)

Only those tests die listed which provided evidence of cognitive
benefits. Other tests may have been used as well.
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ACADEMIC PRESCHOOL
Champaign, Illinois

Title I Supports No Contest: Urban

Target Group Characteristics

Number Served: 15-20 for each of two years Dates: 1965-67

Age or Grade Range: 4-5 years old Ethnic Group: majority Black

Other Pupil Characteristics: One or more years retarded in reading, language,
or math; no prior preschool experience:

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Performance on tests of readiness in math
and reading; stabilisation or improvement in performance on tests of IQ.

Facilities: laboratory school classroom

Treatment Duration: Two hours daily for two Airs.

Components:

Personnel: Administrators prepared materials and trained teachers;
teachers were undergraduates and heavily appervised.

Curriculum: programmed

Strategy: teacher directive .

Environment: highly structured

Materials: modified commercially available ones

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 5:1

Training: "extensive" pre- and insarelce

Parent Involvement: none indicated

Tests Used: Stanford-Binet, Wide Range Achievement Tests - reading, math

Design and Results: Pre -poet design. IQ and reading and math performance
significantly better than control group.
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AMELIORATIVE PRESCHOOL. PROGRAM
Champaign, Illinois

Title I Support: No Context: 'Urban

Target Group Characteristics

Number Served: same 30 for each of two years Dates: 1965-67

Age or Grade Range: 4 years old Ethnic Group: 2/3 Black
1/3 white

Other Pupil Chal.12teristics: IQ's from 70 to over 100 (1/3 70-89, 1/3 90-100,
1/3 over 100); no prior preschool experience

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Performance on tests of readinessn math,
reading, and language; performance on IQ tests.

Facilities: Preschool year in laboratory classroon; kindergarten year in regu-
lar classroom of public school.

Treatment Duration: 2 1/4 hours daily preechoolrl hour daily kindergarten

Components:

Personnel: Teachers trained and experienced in early childhood teaching;
no aides specified.

Curriculum:' Content organized hierarchically; used game form3; programmed
reinforcement.

Strategy: teacher directive -

Environment: highly structured; students grouped by ability.

Materials: mrttiseneory stimulators

Pupil- Teacher Ratio: 5:1

Training: regular teachers, once a week

Parent Involvement: none indicated .

Tests Used: StanfOrd-Binet, California Achievement reading, language, Math

Design and Results: No pretest; posttest administered one year after two year
treatment. IQ and reading, language, and math performance significantly
'better than control group.
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DIAGNOSTICALLY BASED CURRICULUM
Blowaington, Indiana

Title I Support: No Context: Urban

Target Group Characteristics

Number Served: 15 for each of three years Dates: 1964-67

Age or Grade Range: 5 years old Ethnic Group: white

Other Pupil Characteristics: IQ range from 50 to 85.

Project Characioristice

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in performance on IQ and language
ability tests.

Facilities: experimental pres,:hool

Treatment Duration: Four hours daily for one year.

Components:

Personnel: Teachers each year had special training, little experience;
male sides used second and third years.

Curriculum: Based.on thorough diagnosis of learning problems in language,
concave, and fine mot!:, development..

Strategy: teacher directive

Environment: Structured; used behavior modification techniques.

Materials: manipulative, games

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 15:1 plus some aides

Training: regular teachers, once a week based on clams

Parent Involvement: none indicated

Testa Used: Stanford-Binet, Columbia Mental Maturity, Illinois Teat of Psycho -
linguistic Ability, Peabody Picture Vocabulary

Design and Results: Pre-poet design. Gain or posttest scores significantly
better than control group.
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INFANT EDUCATION RESEARCH PROJECT
Washington, D. C.

Title I Supports No , Context; Urban

Number Served: 28

Tarot Group Characteristics.

Dates: September 1965 -
June 1967

Age or Grade Range: 15 months old Ethnic Group: Black

Other F411 Characteristics: All males; relatively stable, uncrowded homes.

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Stabilisation or improvement in performance
on tests of. IQ.

Facilities: children', homes

Treatment Duration: Ores hour daily, fin,. &eye per vaek /21 months.

Components:

Personnel: Tutors had college degree, experience with inner-city children;
no aides specified.

Curriculum: verbal stimulation

Strategy: Tutor directed play activities in tha hews with mother fre-
quently present.

Environment: unstructured

Materials: toys, games, books

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 1:1

Training,: Tutors had two to three 1.6nChil initial training; 1/2 to 1 hour

daily conference with supervisor.

Parent Involvement: OptiOnal in tutorial sessions.

Taste Used: Saiday Infant, Stanford-Binet,Peabody Picture Vocabulary, Johns
Hopkins Perceptual

Design and Results: Pre -post with follow-up. Gain or posttest scores signifi-
cantly better than control gioup. .
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LEARNING TO LEARN PROGRAM
Jacksonville, Florida

Title I Support: No Context: Urban

Target Group Characteristics

Number Served: 24 .Dates: 1965-66

Age or Grade Range: 5 years old Ethnic Group: Black

Other Pupil Characteristics: none given

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Performance on tests of IQ.

Facilities: preschool classrooms

Treatment Duration: Approximately three hours daily for nine months.

Components:

Personnel: Experienced teacher assisted by one full-time aide.

Curriculum: Structurei sequence of game.4ike activities.

Strategy: Child-directed free activity for 90 minutes, teacher-directed
small-group sessions for 10 to 20 minutes.

. .

Environment: Large-group free periods with game-like activities; small
group sessions with more structure; story and discussion period.

Materials: toys, games, books

Pupil- Teacher - Ratio: Large group 20:1; small group 2-4:1; story 24:2

Training: Personnel had daily training and planning sessions with video-
tape.

Parent Involvement: Monthly meetings and biannual teacher-parent con-
ferences.

Tests Used: Stanford-Binet, Peabody Picture Vocabulary, Illinois Test of
Psycholinguistic Ability

Design and Results: Posttest only; scores significantly better than control
group.
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MOTHER-CHILD ROME PROGRAM
Freeport, New York

Tile 7 Support: No Context: Suburban

Target Group Cteracteristics

Number Served: approx. 30-for each of two years Dates: 1967-70

Age or Grade Range: 2-3 years old Ethnic Group: 90 percent Black

Other Pupil Characteristica: none given

Project Characteriatice

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in performince on tests of IQ.

Facilities: children's homes

Treatment Duration:. 1/2 hour twice a weak for two years

Components:

Personnel: "Toy Demonstrators" - trained social workers and paraprofes-
sionals.

Curriculum: Structured verbal interactions based on toys and books
brought as gifts to child.

Strategy: Verbal interaction sessions between mother and child during
visits by Toy Demonstrators.

Environment: moderately structured

Materials: Toys and books designed to stimulate verbal interaction.

Pupil- Teacher Ratio: 1:1

Training: Toy Demonstrators had 8- session' training workshop, weekly

inaervice conferences.

Parent Involvement: Mothers trained to act as ,"interveners" for own
children.

Teets Used: Peabody Picture Vocabulary, Stanford-Binet, Cattell Infant
Intelligence

Design and Results: Pre-post with follow -up. 'Gain scores significantly better
than control group.
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PERRY PRESCHOOL PROJECT
Ypsilanti, Michigan

Title I Support: No Context: Suburban.

Target Group Charactaristies

Number Served: 24 per year 2-year cycle Dates: 1962-66

Age or Grade Range: 3-4 years old Ethnic Group: Black

( Other Pupil Characteristics: Functionally retarded, IQ's 85 or below.

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in performance on IQ tests; per-
formance on achievement teste in reading, language, and math.

Facilities:. Regular classrooms in public schools; children's homes.

Treatment Duration: 16 1/2 hours weekly for two years prior to kindergarten

Components:

Personnel: Certified teachers with average of 10 years specialised
experience.

Curriculum: highly structured thematic units

!trawl: "verbal bombardment"

Environment: Four activity centers in role:Way freely structured class-
room; 90- minute home visit once a week.

Materials: Manipulative plus "real-worle objects; traditional materials
used in unique ways.

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 6:1 .

Treinint: daily planning meetings

Parent Involvement: Meekly home sessions with Child; monthly parent
group meetings;

Tests Deed: Stanford Binet, Peabody Picture Vocabulary, Leiter International
Performance, California, Achievement Test Battery

Design and Results: Pre-post with follow-up. IQ gain scores better than control
group; achievement scores significantly *cutter than control group.-
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PRESCHOOL PROGRAM
Fresno, California

Title I Support: Yes Context: Urban

Target Croup Characteristics
. .

Number Served: 1964-65, 45; growing to Data: 1964-68
750 over next four years

Age or Grids Rings: 3-5 years old Ethnic Group: mostly Mexican -
American

Other Pupil Characteristics: Mostly Spanish-spesking; some residing outside
Title I target area.

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in performance on test of language
ability.

Facilities: 27 portable classrooms at 19 elementary school sites

Treatment Duration: Three hours per day/five days per week.

Components:

Personnel: 50 cartifiestvd half-time teachers

Curriculum: Emphasis on verbal communication and language development.

Otratexv: Teacher-directed small group activities.

Environment: Moderately strucured with use of teacher aides and pa;ent
volunteer..

Materials: typical preschool

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 5:1

Training.: Monthly staff meetings, study guides and inservice consultation
from resource teachers.

Parent Involvement: Instructors in classroom, bimonthly parent meetings;
use of parents on frequent field trips; parents' advisory committee met
once a month.

Tests Used: Peabody Picture Vocabulary .

Design end Results: Pre-post design. The average IG of 428 pupils in FY 67
was raised from 84.3 to 9i.5. This 12.2 IQ gain was statistically signi-
ficant. In FY 68, the average gain for 452 pupils was 14.7 points from
86.4 to 101.1 -- also statistically significant.
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THE PRESCHOOL PROGRAM
Oakland, California

Title I Support: No Context: Urban

Target Group Characteristics

Number Served: approximately 600 annually

Age or Grade Range: 3-4 years old

Other Pupil Characteristics: none given

Dates: 1966-70

Ethnic Group: mostly Black

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement_in performance on tests of IQ.

Facilities: Regular classrooms in public schools.

Treatment Duration: 3 3/4 hours daily for 9 - 15 months

Components:

PersoLael: One teacher and one teacher aide per class plus one parent
volunteer; also school-community workers.

Curriculum: Individualized sequential series of learning units, empha-
sizing language skills.

Strategy: Teacher-directed small group activities.

Environment: Moderately structured with many enrichment activities and
field tripe.

Materials: typical preschool

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: -15:3 or 4

Training: Pre- and inservice for teachers, aides, school-community workers;
daily 30- minute inservice for aides.

Parent Involvement: Volunteers in classroom; monthly parent meetings.

Tests Used: Pictorial Test of Intilligence

Design and Results: Pre-post design. Post scores significantly better than
control group.

130
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PROJECT BREAKTHROUGH
Chicsgo, Illinois

Title I Support: No Context: Urban

Target Group Characteristics

Nirber Served: 102

Age or Grade Range: 3.5-5.5 years

Other Pupil Characteristics: none given

Dates: 1966-67

Ethnic Group: mostly Black

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Stabilization of performance on IQ ; per-

formance on readiness tests.

Facilities: laboratory school classroom

Treatment Duration: 1 1/2 hours daily for 7-9 months

Caoponente:

Fersonnel: Responsive environment laboratory supervisors and booth

attendants; social caseworkers.

Curriculum: Edison Responsive Environment (ERE), student behavior evoke.
further stimili.

Strategy: Transfer of child's discoveries to more formal learning exper-
iences; social work services.

'Environment: Highly structured ERE sessions and traditic.et nuraery
school experience.

Materials: "Talking Typewriters"

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: varied from 1:1 to 10:1

Training: pre- and inservic instruction

Parent Inrolvement: none indicated

Tests Deed: Stanford-Bins., Pe.baly Picture Vocabulary, Metropolitan Readiness

Design and Results: Pre-post with follow-up. IQ Gain and performance signi-
ficantly b that control rvuup.
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MALABAR READING PROGRAM FOR MEXICAN- AMERICAN CHILDREN
Los Angeles, California

Title I Support: Nn Context: Urban

Target Group Characteristics

Number Served: Unknown, preschool through Dates: 1966-69
third grade in one school.

Age or Grade Range: pre-K - third grade Ethnic Group: mostly Mexican-
American

Other Pupil Characteristics: none given

Project Characteriatica

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in performance on achievement tests
in reading and language.

Facilities: Regular classrooms in public school.

Treatment Duration: Hours per week unknown; students treated for different
lengths of time over five year period.

Components:

Personnel: Ten percent were Mexican-American.

Curriculum: Oral and written language emphasis.

Strategy: Individualized, self- directed approach capitalizing on child's
response to internal as well as external stimuli.

Environment:' Three "stations", mode-ate to low 'structure,. from individual
work with teacher to self-chosen activity.

Materials: Ginn bagel readers, staff-deNeloped bilingual materials.

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 30:1, reduced by parent volunteers

T-aining: unknown

Parent Involvement: volunteers in classroom

Tests UAed: Stanford Achievement - reading

Design and Results: Pre-post design. Gain scores significantly better then -'
control group.
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PS.115 ALPHA ONE READING PRCGRAM
Nev York, Nev York

Title I Support: No Context: Urban

Target Group Charactiristica

Number Served: 27 Dates: 1969-70

Age or Grade Range: first grade Ethnic Group: mostly Spanish-
. speaking; Greek

Other Pupil Characteristics: Many could not speak fluent Fmglish.

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Performance on a primary reading test.

Facilities: regular classroom

Treatment Duration: Two hours daily during school year.

Components:

Personnel: one full-time teacher

Curriculum: Game-like phonics approach to decoding words.

Stratton: Programmed success, teacher-directed lessons.

Environment: Moderately structured, no special classroom arrangements;
children get regular school program the rest of the day.

Materials: Special "Alpha Ons" self-contained instructional package.

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 27:1

Training: None required; materials contain complete kit of lesson plane.

Parent Involvement: none indicated

Testa Used: Gates Primary Reading

Design and Results: Posttest only; scores significantly better than control
group.
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PROJECT EARLY PUSH
Buffalo; New York

Title I Support: Yes Context: Urban

Target Group Characteristics

Rusher Served: 650

Ass or Grade Range: 3 years; 9 months -
4 years, 9 months

Other Pupil Characteristics: none given

Dates: 1967-68

Ethnic Group: none given

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in performance on readiness teats.

Facilities: Regular classrooms in public and parochial schools.

Treatment Duration: 1/2 day; 5 days per veep. /9 months

Components:

Personnel: Visiting teacher, home-school coordinator, teacher aides.

Curriculum: Use of a combination of practice@ found to be successful
In other preschools; meetly child directed.

Strategy: Capitalize on learning potential in children's self-chosen
activities.

Environment: Low structure, small group.

Materials: Furniture, housekeeping, art, music, and play materials.

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 15:1

Training.: Bimonthly inservice for teachers and aides.

Parent Involvement: Noisletter for parents; class visits urged; parent -
teacher conferences and workshops; volunteer Parent-Council meets three
tics a year.

Tests Used: Peabody Picture Vocabulary

Design and Results: Pre-post design. Forty-eight boys and 48 girls were ran-
domly selected for.testing. Pretests were obtained on all but only 35
boys and 24 girls were poettested. These 59 pupils showed Lean mental
age gain of 11 months during the 7 months between testings. This pro-
duced a mean IQ gain of 10 points from 76 to 86. In terms of national
.norm percentiles, mean pretest performance was at the 18th percentile;
mean posttest perforitance was at the 28th percentile.
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EARLY CHILDHOOD PROJECT
New York, New York

Title I Support: No Context: Urban

Target Group Characteristics

Number Served: 160 entered each year and Dates: 1962-67
remained for five years.

Age or Grade Range: pre -E - third grade Ethnic Group: mostly Black

Other Pupil Characteristics: none given

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: improvement in performance on IQ and readiness
tests.

Facilities: Laboratory, school and regular public school classrooms.

Treatment Duration: five hours per week

Components:

Personnel: One teacher and one college-graduate assistant teacher per
class; community aides and social worker.

Curriculum: Development of language and concept skills; inclusion of
with and science skills in primary grades.

Strategy: Self-paced, individualised and small-group instruction; such
feedback; creative dramatics.

Environment: moderately structured

Materials: Often designed by staff; Deutsch program; many gases and
Th7lia:atmaivea.

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: unknown

Trainiogs Three weeks pre - service plus inservice for teachers and
assistant teachers.

Parent Involvement: Monthly meetings; parents trained to support program
at hose with games, books. questions.

Tests Used: Stanford-Binet

Design and Results: Pre -past design. IQ gain scores significantly better than
control group.

97-457 0 -, 73 (Pt. 1) - 19
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136
AUGMENTED READING PROJECT

Poems. California

Title I Supports Yes Context: Urban

Target Croup Characteristics

Number Served: 1.230 Detest 1967-63

Aga or Grade Range: first - third grids Ethnic Croup: mostly Mexican -
American; Bleck. some white

Other Pupil Characteristics: Students selected on tureAs of teacher recoomenda -

clone and diagnostic test score.

Project Characteristics

Wassmied Cognitive Ch;ectivaa: Improvement in performance on reading achieve -
ilent tests.

Facilities: regular and cwher classrooms

Treatment Duration: Four months; number of hours varied according to need.

Components:

Personnel: Three counselors, two psychologists, four remedial reading
specialists. one "helping teacher." and 36 teacher aides augmented regu-
lar teaching staff.

Curriculum: Remedial reading; supplemental to ropier classroom instruc-
tion.

Strategy: Those with greatest need received individual or small group
instruction outside regular classroom; those in regular classroom bene-

fited from servicee of shared helping teacher and nonprofessional

classroom side who assieted with clue amusement and minimal amount

of instruction; all instruction teacher directed; no one teaching method
employed.

Environment: moderately structured

Materials: Special professional books and curriculum materials used; all
comaercially available.

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 3-6:1 for those receiving special instruction

Training: Intensive pre- and inservice training provided for all staff
through conferences, workshops. lectures.

Parent Involvement: Encouraged through psychologist and counselor liaison

and parent meetings.

Tests Used: Wide Range Achievement - reading

Design and Results: Pre-post design. A random sample of 288 vu drawn for
evaluation purposes -- 8 boys and 8 girls from each of the three grades

in each of the six schools served in FT 1967. Both pre- and posttest data

were obtained on 213. During the six months hemmer testings, snide-
equivalent gains ranging from 7 months (third grade girls) to 1 year (first

grade boys). Average growth race was 1.4 months per month. In FY 65,
complete data were obtained on 265 pupils. An average growth rate of
1.2 months per month les found during thn four-month perio4 between
testings. More recently, the program has bnen extended to encompass
grades K throw.' ,ix and has ceased to be successful'.
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LANGUAGE STIMULATION PROGRAM
Auburn, Alabama

Title I Support: No Context: Urban

Target Characteristics

Number Served: 32 Dates: 1964-65

Age or Grads Range: first grade Ethnic Group: Black

Other Pupil Characteristics: Moan IQ of 75 as measured by ITPA; tvo levels
below grade level in language.

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in IQ and language ability.

Facilities: laboratory classroom

Treatment Duration: One hour par day, four days per week/10 weeks.

Components:

Personnel: Director was Ph.D. candidate end faculty member at Auburn
University; testing personnel were volunteers from Auburn Psychology
Department; apparently no aides.

Curriculum: developmental language

Strategy: Students were pulled from their regular classrooms; instruc-
tion vu in lieu of regular instruction in language; lessons highly
structured and sequential; same teaching method used for all.

Environment: highly structured

Materials: Peabody Language Development Kit (lessons 1 through 40);
7a7sTizam.

moil- Teacher Uric. 8:1

Trainint: Teachers trained in Peabody method.

Parent InvGlvement: none indicated

Tests Used: Stanford- Binet, Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities,
California Reading Test, Durrell Analysis of Reading

Design w...d Karaite; Pre-post with follow-up. IQ and reading performance
aigniticantly better than control group.
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PROGRAMED TUTORIAL READING PROJECT

Indianapolis, Indiana

Title I Support: Yes Context; Urban

Target Group Characteristics

NUmbar Served: 43 Dates: 1965-66

Age or Grade Range: first grade Ethnic Group: 60 percent Black,

40 percent white

Other Pupil Characteristics: none given

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in performance on criterion-

referenced reading tests.

Facilities: other classroom

Treatment Duration: 1/2 hour daily for one school year

Components:

Personnel: Research director; head supervisor had only three years
college and experience as programmer; field supervisors of tutors served
as liaisons with school staff; paraprofessionals served as tutors.

Curriculum: Remedial reading to supplement classroom instruction.

Strategy: Student removed from classroom for instruction; tutors' behav-
ior tightly programmed by "lesson plans;" tutors heavily supervised; guided
discovery learning; success programmed in.

Environment: highly structured

Materials: Ginn basal reader plus special sequence of lesson plans devel-

oped at Indiana University.

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 1:1

Training: Tutors received 12 hours pre-service training which required
12 additional hours of related home study; 6 hours inservice training also
provided; continuous supervision.

Parent Involvement: none indicated

Tests Used: Metropolitan Readiness, Ginn

Design and Results: Pre-post design with control group. Ginn posttest scores
were significantly higher for the treatment group than for the controls.
Similar results were found in a more recent (1968-69), larger-scale
evaluation involving a nationwide sample of 17 school districts. In

almost all instances (15 of 17), posttest comparisons favored the treat-
ment children. This was true even in five schools which apparently
assigned the more able children to the control group.
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SPEECH AND LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Milwaukee, Wisconsin'

Title I Support: Yes Context: Urban

Target Group Characteristics

Number Served: 136 Dates: 1966-67

Age or Grade Range: first - secord grade Ethnic Group: none given

Other Pupil haracteristics: Mean If? of 84; low oral language facility as
judgediy teachers and therapists on basis of oral articulation test.

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Performance on tests of verbal language skill.

Facilities: other claaerooms

Treatment Duration: Up to three hours per week for 15 weeks.

Components:

Personnel: Supervisor was a speech therapist and licensed in special edu-
cation with 20 years experience; therapists were state licensed with an
average of 7 years experience.

Curriculum: Rich in auditory and verbal stimuli consisting of a sequence
of structural units developed by project staff and designed to improve
talking ana listening skills.

Strategy: Provided small group instruction outside normal classrooms;
teacher directive.

Environment: Moderate to highly structured; therapists were flexible in
responding to students' needs.

Materials: Some locally developed; others commercially available..

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 7:1

Training: No pre- or inservice training specified. .

Parent Involvement: Parents informed through newsletters and conferences.

Tests Used: Ammons Quick Teat of Verbal-Perceptual Intelligence

Design and Results: Posttest with matched control group. Small but statis-
tically significant differentes in posttest scores favored the treatment
group over the controls. No significant differences, however, were
found in four more recent evaluations conducted between 1967 and 1969.

139
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MORE EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS
New York, New York

Title'l Support: Yes Context: Urban

Target Group Characteristics

Number Served: approximately 16,600 per year Dates: 1965-67

Age or Grade Range: pre-K - sixth grade Ethnic Group: majority Black
or Puerto Rican

Other Pupil Characteristics: none given

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in performance on achievement tests
in reading.

Facilities: regular classrooms

Treatment Duration: 1/2 day daily, Pre-K, full day daily, grades X - sixth/
one year.

Components:

Personnel: Staffs of each participating school included social workers,
psychiatrists, speech improvement teachers, psychologists, community rela-
tions coordinators, and paraprofessional aides in addition to teaching
and administrative personnel.

Curriculum: None special; emphasis on language skilla.and reading.

Strategy: Reorganized and expanded the teaching, administrative, and
supportive staffs to better serve students in all areas of need; students
were heterogeneously grouped in classes, offered more individual and small
group instruction; provided remedial, tutorial, and enrichment instruc-
tion during regular school and after school hours; encouraged teachers to
employ innovative techniques.

Environment: varied

Materials: Normal quota supplied schools was supplemented; wide 'variety of
audiovisual equipment was surd:seed.

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 15-22:1

Training: Peservice orientation for teachers and administrators; local
colleges sponsored a variety of inaervice activities and awarded scholar-
ships for course study.

Parent Involvement: Community relations coordinators planned meetings,
activities, and courses which many parents attended.

Teats Used: Metropolitan Achievement.- reading

Design and Results: Pre-post design with control groups. Gain scores in some
grades were better than control groups and national norms. Many more
recent evaluations have been made of the program and have reached similar
conclusions. In general, gains made in the program exceed gains made by
matched control groups but fall short of the month-for-month rate expected
of average children in regular school programs.
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PROJECT CONCERN
Hartford, Connecticut

Title I Support: Yes Context: Urban

Target Croup Characteristics

Number Served: 260

Age or Grade Range: K - sixth grade

Other Pupil Characteristics: none given

Dates: 1967-68

Ethnic Croup: 4/5 Black

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in performance on tests of
readiness, and achievement in basic skills.

Facilities: Other classrooms in suburban sehools.

Treatment Duration: full day daily for one year .

Components:

Personnel: Director of inservice training for aides, coordi:.ator of
aides, volunteer mother aides.

Curriculum: Same as that normally taught in the receiving school.

Strategy: Bused children to a suburban receiving school for full day's
instruction and provided them with support from a team of one teacher and
one aide who accompanied them to the school and provided services which
varied from school to school.

Environment: varied

Materials: none mentioned

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 25:1

Training: Monthly inservice workshop to train aides.

Parent Involvement: volunteer mother aides

Tests Used: Wechsler Intelligence, Primary Mental Abilities, Metropolitan
Readiness, Iowa Test of Basic Skills, Sequential Test of Educational
Progress

Design and Results: Pre-post design with a control group. IQ gaina and verbal
achievement gains were significantly better for program participants than
for comparable control children in grades K-3. The program was not suc-
cessful in gradea 4 and 5. Crouch rotes in both original and subsequent
evaluations were less than month-for-month.
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SCHOOL AND HOME PROGRAM
Flint, Michigan

Title I Support: No Context: Urban

Target Group Characteristics

Humber Served: 1,100

Age or Grade Range: K - sixth grade

Other Pupil Characteristics: none given

Dates: 1961-62

Ethnic Group: Black

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in performance on reading achieve-
ment tests.

Facilities: children's homes

Treatment Duration: Evenings, daily for five months.

Componenta:

Personnel: Some mothera were aides and served as home visitors, counse-
lors, and attendance officers.

Curriculum: Direct involvement of parents in the at-home learning calm:-
iences of their children.

Strategy: Regular school teachers assigned special reading materials and
exercises to students to be done at home and provided study guides for
parents so that they could assist the students in developing good study
habits and improve reading skills.

Environment: varied

Materials: Commercially .vailable materials used in different ways; some
locally developed ones.

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: not applicable

Training: Teat'aers met monthly to discuss progress, problems, end materials
use.

Parent Involvement: Both in planning and implementing program.

Tests Used: Gates Revised Reading

Design and. Results: Pre-post design. Performance significantly better than
control group and disadvantaged norm.
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AFTER SCHOOL STUDY CENTERS
New York, New York

Title I Support: Yes Context: Urban

Target Group Characteristics

Number Served: 30,000 Dates: 1966-67

Age or Grade Range: second - sixth grade Ethnic Group: mostly Black
or Puerto Rican

Other Pupil Characteristics: One year or more retarded in reading or math;
not receiving remedial help in school.

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in performance on reading achieve-
ment tests.

Facilities: other classrooms

Treatment Duration: Up to 10 hours a week for 7 months of regular school year.

Componentr:

Personnel: No spe:ial personnel employed; no aides.

Curriculum: remedial reading

Strategy: Teachers tutored students individually and in small groups and
assisted them with homework; no single teaching technique was character-
istic of the program; offered two hours each afternoon; attendance
voluntary.

Environment: moderately structured

Materials: primarily SRA Reading Labs

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: varied

Training: none mentioned

Parent Involvement: none indicated

Tests Used: Metropolitan Reading Test

Design and Results: Pre-post design (with control group in FY 65). Perfor-
mance of ASSC pupils was significantly better than the control group in
FY 65 and growth was at the national norm month-for-month rate. In FY 67
growth was .7 months per month -- somewhat above the disadvantaged norm.
There was no control group in FY 67.
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INTENSIVE READING INSTRUCTIONAL TEAMS
Hartford, Connecticut

Title I Support: Tex Context: Urban

Target Group Characteristics

Number Served: 500 Dates: 1907-08

Age or Grade Range: third - sixth grade Itbnic Croup: none given

Other Pupil Characteristics: Reading below grade level with potential for
growth; able to work within group.

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in performance on reading achieve-
ment tests.

Facilities: other classrooms

Treatment Duration: Three hours daily for 10 weeks of regular school year.

Components:

Personnel: One reading specialist, two reading teachers per team; no
aides.

Curriculum: remedial reading

Strategy: Teacher directive; teams provided one hour each of instruction
in phonics/word attack, basal reading vocabulary and comprehension,
individualised literature and library orientation each morning.

Environment: moderately to highly structured

Materials: Some locally developed packets; some commercially available.

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 15:1

Training: each afternoon for teachers

Parent Involvement: Forty percent visited centers at least once for
conferences.

Testa Used: California Reading Achievement

Design and Results: Pre-post design. Grade-equivalent gains aver the 10-week
treatment period ranged from 7 months to 1.5 years, greatly exceeding the
national norm. In more recent years the project has been modified to

first-grade children. Evaluation evidence shove continued success
but grade-equivalent scores are not available.
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PROJECT CONQUEST
East St. Louis, Illinois

!Ille I Su?port: Yes Context: Suburban

Target_Croup Charac.eriatics

Number Served: 1,089 Detest 1969-70

Age or Grade Mange: first - sixth grade Ethnic Croup: mostly Slack

Other Pupil Characteristics: Capable students whose reading problems could
not be helped by regular classroom teachers; ons year or more below grade
level in reading; potential to read at grade level.

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Isprovement in performance on reading achieve-
ment tests.

Facilities: Three clinics and other classrooms.

Treatment Duration: Grades one - three, 3/4 hour a day, 4 days per week/7 1/2 mos.
Grades four - six, 3/4 hour a day, 2 days per week/7 1/2 mos.

Components:

Personnel: One reading specialist; four reading teachers and one aide per
clinic; nine specially trained :eading teachers shared by "other classrooms;
three school community aides; four supervisors.

Curriculum: remedial reading

Strategy,: Diagnosis in clinics and remsdistion either in "other classrooms"
(grades one - three) or clinics (grades four - six); supplemental to regular
school reading program; guaranteed success built in; remediation individu-
alised; teacher directive.

Environment: mod ly to highly structured

Materials: varied; all commsrically available

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 6:1

Training: Pre-service training two weeks to one year; inservice training
one day per week.

Parent Involvement: Classrooms observers; regularly scheduled conferences;
home visits.

Tests Used: Cates Primary Reading, Cates Advanced Primary Reading, Cates Survey,
Cates -MacGinitie

Design and Results: Pre-post design. In 71 69 project participants made
grade-equivalent gains of 9.4 moths in 7.5 month period -- s growth
rate 255 greater than the nations: norm. In FY 70 the mean gain was
1.04 years, exceeding the normal swam:clog by 395.
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PitUT.Cf MARS
Leominster, Massachusetts

Title I Support: Tea Cutest: Suburban

Tareet Croup Ch sties

lumber Served: 212 Dates: 1969-70

Age or Crate Ranger first - fourth grade Ethnic Croup: Irish, Yrynch,
Italian, Puerto Rican

Other Pupil Cba fatless performance In reading was helve potential ability
as determined by diagnostic instruments.

Project Chit Utica

Measured Cognitive Objectives: /eduction of discrepancy betvesn ability and
performance is evading.

Irecilitieel other classroom

!vestment Duration: 43 salutes daily for seven months

Compooents:

Personnel: One reading specialist, seven teachers specially trained in
reading, no aides.

Curriculum: remedial reading

! ti: Teacher directive. individual diagnomes, group remediation;
supplemental to regular classroom instruction; students released from
classrooms; no one teaching technique wee characteristic of the program
but all differed from tradition.

Sevironment: mod ly structured

Materials: Commercially available but other than those used in regular
classrooms.

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 6:1 or better

Training: Inservica once a month and participation in 'manor reeding
institute.

Parent Involvement: Teacher conferences and 27 member parent advisory
council.

Tests Used: Metropolitan Achievement

Design and Results: Pre-poet design. In both TY 69 and FY 70 gain scores on
both the Reading and Word Knowledge eub aaaaa et all grads levels were
statistically significant and exceeded the disadvantaged norm. With only
a few exceptions (Reading in grades 3 and 4. Ti 67. and Word Knowledge in
grade 4, /7 70), gains exceeded month- for - south.
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SELF-DIRECTIVE DRAMATIZATION PROJECT

Joliet. Illinois

Title I Support: No Context: Urban

Target Croup Characteristics

Number Served: 107

Age or Grade Range: first - fourth grade

Other Pupil Characteristics: none given

Dates: 1964-65

Ethnic Group: neatly Black

Project Charseteristice

Measured Cognitive Objectives:
Improvement In performance on reading achieve -

ment tests.

Facilities: regular classroom

Treatment Duration: Three to five tines a week for seven months; two sessions

each 3 1/2 months with en intermission.

Components:

Personnel: No special staff; no aides.

Curriculum: dramatic readings

Strategy: Student directive; students dramatized storicn they read por-

traying self-Chosen characters. Students worked in email groups (six).

Remainder of day normal.

Environment: relatively unstructured

Materials: 200 commercially available high interest level storybooks.

Pupil - Teacher Ratio: 25 or 30:1

Trainina: Some inservice, amount not given.

Parent Involvement: none indicated

Tests Used: Gray-Vat:Ai-Rogers Achievement - reading

Design'and Results: Pre-post design. Performance significantly better than

control group and national norm.
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AFTERNOON RHO/DIAL AND EMMERT PROGRAM
Buffalo, New York

Title I Support: Yes Context: Urban

argelGroup Characteristics

Number Served: .4,365 Dates: 1966-67

Age or Grade Range: third - eighth grade Ethnic Croup: mostly Black;
some white, Puerto Rican.

Other Pupil Characteristics: Most tested one or more years below grade level
on achievement tests.

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in performance on achievement tests
In math and reading.

Facilities: otbar classrooms

Treatment Duration: 1 1/2 hours per day, 3 days per week/5 months

Components:

Personnel: No special staff; regular teachers working after regular hours.

Curriculum: remedial reading and math

Strategy: Teacher directive; no one teaching method was characteristic
of the program; taught individually or in small groups.

Environment: moierately structured

Materials: Those used durivg regular school day and some additional
reading materials.

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 6:1

Training: none indicated

Parent Involvement: Planning and revising of program.

Teats Used: California Reading, California Achievement

Design and Results: Pre-post design. During FY 67, average grade-equivalent
gains in both reading and arithmetic at each grade level were equal to
or greater than month4or-month. Pooled across grade levels the 802
children for whom data were available gad a 1.09 month-per-month
rate of gain in reading while the rate was 1.30 month per month for
944 Children in arithmetic.



299

FERNALD SCHOOL REMEDIATION OP LEARNING DISORDERS PROGRAM
Los Angeles, California

Title I Support: No .Context: Urban

Target Group Characteristics

Number Served: 220 Dates: 1966-67

Age or Grade Range: second - eighth grade Ethnic Group: 2/3 Black,
1/3 Mexican American or white

Other Pupil Characteristics: All male, at least 1.5 years behind national norm
in school achievement; of average intelligence; non-paying in a school
generally serving tuition only students!.

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in performance on achievement tests
in reading, language, and math.

Facilities: laboratory school

Treatment Duration: 6 hours daily, for 9 months

Components:

Personnel: Teachers and supervisors certified and specially trained in
diagnosing and treating learning disorders; aides were graduate and under-
graduate university students.

Curriculums comprehensive remedial in all areas

Strategy: Students bused to lab school for total program; student directive,
highly individualised; remediation and evalution followed diagnosis.

Environnent: highly structured

Materials: Commercially available; comprehensive stock.

Pupil-Teacher F-A1-: 5:1

Training: Extensive pre- and inservica training with some use of video-
tapes.

Parent Involvement: Part of remediation when necessary.

Tests Used: Wechsler Intelligent, Scale, California Achievement - reading, math,
language

Design and Results: Pre-post design. Performance significantly batter than
control group and national norm.
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PLUS PROGRAM
Buffalo, New York*

Title I Support: Yes Context: Urban

Target Group Characteristics

Number Served: 7,436 Dates: 1967-68

Age or Grade Range: first - eighth grade Ethnic Group: mostly Black;
1/4 white or Puerto Rican

Other Pupil Characteristics: Most were one to two years below grade level in
school achievement.

I

Project Characteristics

Measured 1ogaitive Objectives: ImproVement in performance on achievement teats
in reading and math.

facilities: other classroom

Treatment Duration: One to 1 1/2 hours daily (30 to 45 minutes in each subject)
for 7.5 months in reading and 8 months in math.

Components:

Personnel: ,..cLers had regular or temporary certification (not special
credientials), but did not hold regular teaching positions in schools.

Curriculum: corrective reading, remedial math

Strategy: TeaChers provided small group and individual instruction during
regular school day, but as supplement to regular classroom instruction;
assisted regular classroom teachers in diagnosing problems for referral.
No single teaching method employed.

Environment: moderately structured

Materials: Commercially available texts and games, specially ordered.

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 5-6:1

Training: One week pre-service training with reading specialists plus
attendance at service institutes in summer.

Parent Involvement: none indicated

Tests Used: California Achievement - reading, math

Design and Results: Pre-post design. In FY 67, a representative sample of
program participants made a mean reading achievement gain of 8.9 morass
during the 7.5 months between testings and an arithmetic achievement gain
of 7.3 months. In FY 68 the mean grade-equivalent gains were 8.52 months
in reading (over a 7.5-month period) and 9.12 months in arithmetic (o'er
an 8-month period). The FY 68 gains in both reading and arithmetic
exceeded national norms by approximately 145.
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DIAGNOSTIC READING CLINICS
Cleveland, Ohio

Title I Support: No Context: Urban

Target Gtoup Characteristics

Number Served: 532 Dates: 1969-70

Age or Grade Range: fourth - seventh grade Ethnic Gtoup: none given

Other Pupil Characteristics: More than one yeat below expected reading level;
none with "low" IQ's.

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in porformince on reading achieve-
ment tests.

Facilities: clinics and regular classrooms

Treatment Duration: One hour daily for various periods of time ranging from
2.5 to 5.1 months.

Components:

Personnel: Certified reading specialists, speech therapiete, psychologists,
social workers, and aides from community.

Curriculum: remedial reading

Strategy: Clinic provides both diagnostic and remediation services and
follow-up supportive services to regular classrooms; student directive;
individualized.

Environment: highly structured

Materials: Commercially available but specially applicable to needs of
program.

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 1:1

Training: Monthly inservice training held for regular classroom teachers.

Parent Involvement: Attended monthly meetings; formally evaluated program;
supported students.

Teets Used: Gates-MacGinitie Reading

Design and Results: Pre-post design. Performance significantly better than
national norm.

97-457 0 - 73 (Pt. 1) - 20
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ELEHATI READING CENTERS 152
Nihau ee, Wisconsin

S.:41re I Support: Tes Context: Urban

;Target Group Characteristics

Cueber Served: over 1,000 Dates: 1966-67

Age or Grade Range: fourth - eighth grade Ithnic Croup: both Black and
whits

Other Pupil Characteristics: Average or above average IQ; one year or more
retarded in reading.

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: keprovement in performance on reading achieve-
mane tests.

Facilities: other and regular classrooms

Treatment Duration: 30 minutes daily for approximately 7 months (until reading
at grade level).

Components:

Personnel: Supervisors and head teachers were credentialed and licensed
both as reading specialists and specialized teachers; 2/1 of center teachers
were also credentialed and licensed as reading specialists with average of
12 years experience.

Curriculum: remedial reading

Strategy: Individual diagnosis and group remediation provided at centers
until students were reading at grade level; center staff also assisted

'regular classroom teachers in identifying problem cases And in supporting
students upon their return to regular classrooms; no one teaching method
employed.

Environment: moderately to highly structured

Materials: plentiful and commercially available

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 5-8:1

Training,: none indicated

Parent Involvement: none indicated

Tests Used: California Reading, Wide Range Achievement

Design and Results: Pri-post design. During the first semester of the 1966-67
school year, reading test data were obtained on more than 300 participants
none of whom was in the treatment for more than 5 calendar months. The
mean Silent Reading gain vas 6.4 months while the oral reading gain wee
6.9 months. A second posttest was conducted near the end of the second
semester. The mean length of program participation for the approximately
500 pupils tested was 7.4 months. Cz.its were 7.b months for Silent Read-
ing and 8.9 months for Oral Reading. Evaluations conducted since FY 67
have failed to produce any evidence of impact whatsoever.
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THE LAFAYETTE BILINGUAL CENTER
Chicago, Illinois

Title I Support: Yes Context: Urban

Target Group Characteristics

Number Served: 65 Dates: 1969-70

Age or Grade Range: sixth - eighth grade Ethnic Group: mostly Puerto
Rican

Other Pupil Characteristics: Spoke Spanish et home; recent arrivals to U. S.;

morsel IQ's.

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in performance on teats of IQ,

ability, and achievement in reading, language, and math.

Facilities: laboratory school - "school-within-a-school"

Treatment Duration: Six hours daily for eigim months each year up to three years.

Components:

Personnel: Classroom teachers and supervisors were bilingual and most were
credentialed to teach English as a Second Language (ESL). Bilingual aides

assisted teachers but not with instruction. Resource teacher and school-

community representative worked closely with parentp.

Curriculum: Developmental reading and language; minim of two hours daily.

Strategy: A full school program was offered, initially taught in Spanish
with eventual transition to English; nongraded; individual diagnosis pre-
ceded remediotion; individualised or smell group Instruction; 15 volunteer
Anglo students participated in program serving as models and tutors.

Environment: Academic sessions highly structured; other sessions low to

moderately structured.

Materials: Most were specially developed by staff.

Pupil - Teacher Ratio: 16:1

Training: Pre-service training for aides; inservice training for everyone

one hour, twice a month.

Parent Involvement: Home visitations; attended adult classes in English;

served on aamieory council; informally evaluated program.

Tests Used: Short Test of Educational Ability, Test of General. Ability, Metro-

politan Achievement - reading, math, language,

Design and Results: Pre-poit design. Program participants showed a statisti-

cally significant median IQ gain of 8 r Ants. They made achievement gains
greater than month-for-month in Engliu.. vAding, spelling, language, and
arithmetic problem solving sod in Spanish reading and'arithmetic problem-
solving.
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COMMUNICATION SKILLS CENTER PROJECT
Detroit, Michigan

Title I Support: Yes Context: Urban

Target Group Characteristics

Number Served: 2,845

Age or Grade Range: seccnd - eleventh grade

Other Pupil Characteristics: none given

Dates: 1966-67

Ethnic Group: mostly Black

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in performance on reading achieve,
meat tests.

Facilities: clinics and other classrooms

Treatment Duration: Approximately two hours per'week for one or two semesters;
mincer session - one hour daily.

Components:

Personnel: Reading diagnosticians, psychologists, social therapists; and
ley aides as well as remedial reading teat:berg.

Curriculum: remedial reading

Strategy: Individual diagnoses conducted at clinics; remediation provided
individually or in small groups at clinics or in special classrooms.

Environment: moderately to highly atrJetured

Materials: Specially developed at a reading lab in one of the clinics.

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 8:1 in classrooms; 3:1 in clinics

Training: none indicated

Parent Involvement: none indicated

Tests Use3: Stanford Reading Achievement

Design and Results: Pre -poet design. Reading grade-equivalent gain scores for
junior and senior high school project participants during FY 67 exceeded
both their own pretreatment growth rates and national norms (month-for-
month). No consistent evidence of success wan found at the elementary
school level; Since FY 67 the project has been implemented only at the
elementary school level and all evaluations have continued to produce
negative results.
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MEDIAL READING LABORATORIES
El Paso, Texas

Title I Support: Yes Context: Urban

Target Group Characteristics

Number 'arved: 824 Dates: 1969-70

Age or Grade Range: fourth - twelfth grade Ethnic Group: mostly Mexican-
American

Other Pupil Characteristics: Average intelligence; l'to 1.5 years below grade

level in reading achievement,

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in performance on tests of basic

skills.

Facilities: other classrooms

Treatment Duration: Approximately one hour daily for eight months.

Components:

Personnel: Counselors trained in diagnostic techniques referred students
to lab teachers; half of the lab teachers were credentialed reading

specialists; no aides.

Curriculum: remedial reading

Strategy: Use of special selection and scheduling procedures when diag-
nosing problems at labs; provision for systematic instructional planning
and individualized instruction in labs; supplemental to classroom; access

to reading resource centers.

Environment: highly structured

Materials: plentiful and commercially available

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 8:1

Training: Approximately 27 hours of pre- and inservice training.

Parent Involvement: none indicated

Tests Used: Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills

Design and Results: Pre-post design. During FY 70, the 677 public school
children for whom both pre- and posttest data were available showed n read-
ing grade-equivalent gain of 1.21 years during the eight-month period be-
tween testings. Evaluations conducted using FY 68 and FY 69 data shoved

similar gains (actually somewhat higher) on comparable standardized

achievement tests.
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HIGHER HORIZONS 100
Hartford, Connecticut

Title I Support: No Context: Urban

Number Served: 100

Target Group Characteristics

'Dates: 1969-70

Ethnic Group: none givenAge or Grade Range: ninth grade

Other Pupil Characteristics: Average intelligence; one to three years retarded
in reading; willing to participate.

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in performance on tests of achieve-
ment in reading and vriting skills.

Facilities: laboratory school; "school-within-a-school"

Treatment Duration: 3 3/4 hours dally for 8 months

Components:

Personnel: Two teachers were language specialists; one counselor worked
full time with just these 100 students providing comprehensive services;
one graduate student assisted vith,clerical duties, testing, and instruc-
tion.,

Curriculum: Developmental and remedial In:Icing and reading.

Strategy: Provided a comprehensive full day program in a demonstration
school with intensive language training included in all academic instruc-
tion; taught by a special instructional team.

.Environment: moderately structured

Materials: plentiful and commercially available

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 12-13:1

Training: none indicated

Parent Involvement: Counselor visited parents when necessary.

Tests Used: Metropolitan Achievement, Iowa Silent Reading, SRA Writing Skills

Design and Results: Pre-post design. Performance significantly better than
national norm.
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PROJECT R-3
Sen Jose, California

Title I Support: No Context: Urban

Target Group Characteristics

Number Served: 70 Dates: 1967-68

Age or Grade Range: eighth - ninth grade Ethnic Group: mostly Mexican-
American

Other Pupil Characteristics: English speak1^.G; at least one year below grade

level but not more than two below in either reading or math.

Project Characteriatica

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in performance on achievement tests

in reading and math.

Facilities: other classrooms

Treatment Duration: Three morning class periods daily for a year.

Components:

Peraonnel: Full time reading specialist; full time electronic technician;

no aides.

Curriculum: Developmental and remedial reading and math.

Sttategy: Provided a special morning academic program in reading and math
with applications to the solution of simulated OT real world problems;
normal junior high program in afternoon; provided several extended highly
structured field trips to supplement instructional legume.

Environment: moderately to highly structured

Materials: Some commercially available; others apecielly developed by

Lockheed.

Pupil-Tescherliatio: 15:1

Training: none indicated

Parent Involvement: Active participation in classroom activitiea, field

trips, and meetings.

Tests Used: California Achievement - reading, math

Design and Results: Pre-post design. Performance significantly better than

cohtrol group and national norm.



308

RUSHER JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS
Nov York, New York

Title I Support: Yes._ Context: Urban

Target Cro..,p Characteristics

Number Served: unknown Dates: Summer 1967

Age or Grade Range: seventh - ninth grade Ethnic Croup: mostly Black
and Puerto Rican

Other Pupil Characteristics: At least two years retarded in reading or failed
mathematics.

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in perfolmance no achievement tests.
in reading and math.

Facilities: other classrooms

Treatment Duration: 1 1/2 hours daily for 4 weeks for each subject

Components:

Personnel: Regular teachers, counselors, and adm4Listrators employed;
aides were high school graduates from impoverished communities in need
of financial assistance to continue their education.

Curriculum: remedial reading and math

Strategy: Used conventional teaching techniques; grouped students by
. ability for reading but by grade for math.

Environment: HigAly structured; a special handbook detailed procedures
to be followed,

Materials: Sane commercially available; others specially developed by
project staff.

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: 20:1

Training: none indicated

Parent Involvement: none indicated

Tests Used: Metropolitan Achievement - reading, math

Design and Results: Pre-post design. Evaluations conducted from 1967 through
1970 have consistently shown that project participants made statistically
significant average gains in both reading and arithmetic of at least 3
(and in one case as many as 9) grade-equivalent months during the 5.5
week treatment period. Normative data for intensive summer programs of
this type are not available, but this project is judged to be successful.
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ca.t4E BOUND PROGRAM
NM York, Nev York

Title I Support: Yes Context: Urban

Target Croup Characteristics

Number Served: 2,000 Dates: Summer 1967

Me or Credo Range: nittb - tenth grade Ethnic Croup: mostly Black
and Puerto Rican

Other Pupil Characteristics: Good attendance and behavior rocords; likely to
enter only a general high school program; 25 percent initially scored above
grade level, 50 percent scored at grade level or two years below, remainder
scored even lower in reading and math.

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in performance on achievement tests
in reading and math.

Facilities: other classrooms called centers

Treatment Duration: Three hours daily for six weeks.

Components:

Personnel: Each guidance counselor served 100 students full time in the
summer; community aides served as family-program liaisons; college student
aides served as teaching assistants.

Curriculum: Developmental and remedial reading'and math.

Strategy: Motivated students to pursue college prep curriculum end pro-
vided intensive individualized instruction assist them in realising
this goal. Local colleges and universities c. witted themselves to ad-
mitting and oroviding financial aid for a certain percentage of participants.

Environment: varied

Materials: none mentioned

Pupil-Teacher Ratio: approximately 20:1

Training: none indicated

Parent Involvement: Community aides explained program to families and
assisted them in finding medical services.

Tests Used: Stanford Achievement - reading, math

Design and Results: Pre-post design. Data from summer school sessions .rom
1967 through 1970 generally showed grade-equivalent gains exceeding the
national norm expectation of month-for-month in both reading and math.
While results on single subtexts were occasionally negative, the general
pattern was clearly positive and was supported by results obtained on
the New York Regents Examinations. All evidence for the regular school
year portion of the program wee negative.
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EXPANDED LANGUAGE ARTS PIUDGRAK
Buffalo. Rev York

Title I Support: Yes Context: Urban

Target Croup Characteristics

Number Served: 1,884 Dates: 1966-67

Age or Crade Range: seventh - twelfth grade Ethnic Croup: none given

Other Pupil Characteristics: Fifty percent spoke Southern rural dialect; 20
percent spoke Italian and 1 percent spok. Spanish at home; 29 percent
spoke standard English; 85 percent achieving qn lower third of class.

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvemenein performance on tests of language
achievement.

Facilities: regular classrooms

Treatment Duration: One class period daily for nine months.

Components:

Personnel: No special personnel.

Curriculum: Remedial language arts - speaking and writing, -.at grammar.

Stratexvi Dee sssss d the pupil-teacher ratio in language arts el by
hiring more teachers; provided an individualized program; teachers
closely supervised.

Environment: mod ly structured

Materials: Commercially available; heavy use of audiovisuals.

Pupil- Teacher Ratio: 10:1.

Training: One week pre-service; monthly inservice lettings; weekly obser-
vations and discussions.

Parent Involve:ent: none indicated.

Tests Used: Sequential Tests of Educational Progress. California Language Test

Design and Results: Pre-post design. The 458 high school pupils for whom pre-
and posttest data were available thawed grade-equivalent gains of slightly
more than 1 year on the California Language Test during the 7-month period
between testing. This gain is equivalent to a growth rate of 1.48 months

p.m month. Seventh and eighth grade students made oo significant progress
on the California test and neither junior or senior high school pupils

abated significant gains on the STEP.
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HOMEWORK HELPER PROGRAM
New York, IN York

Title I Support: No Context: Urban

Target Group Characteristics

Humber Served: 410 students: 240 tutors . Dates: 1963 -64

Age or Grade tinge: third - sixth grades, students Ethnic Group: At least 50
tenth - twelfth grade., tutors percent Puerto Rican. 30

percent Black - students;
Other Pupil Characteristics: Students were 19 percent Puerto Rican,

retarded in reading. lacking independent 18 percent Black - tutors.
atudy skills; tutors had IQ over 100, read-
ing st grade level or better, potential
dropouts, not necessarily economically disd.

Project Characteristics

Measured Cognitive Objectives; Improvement in performance on reading testi.

Facilities: other classrooms, after school

Treatment Duration: Two or four hours per week for five months - students;
seven months - tutors.

161

Components:

Personnel: Master teachers supervised the centers and trained the tutors,
but did not teach. Grade school graduates served as clerical aides.

Curriculum: renedial reading

Strategy: High school students were paid an hourly wage to tutor elementary
school students in raiding and waist them with homework; it was assumed
that both tutors and students would benefit.

Environment: low to moderate structure

Material': Commercially available Out generally not used in regular clues-
LOOMS.

Pupil - Teacher Ratio: 1:1

Triniga: Tutors trained using specially developed manual during two

week orientation period and weekly Monday workshops.

,Parent Involvement: none indicated

Tests Used: New York Tests of Growth in Reading (Students); Iowa Silent Reading
(Tutors)

Design and Results: Pro-post deilgn. Performance of both students and tutors
was significantly better than control group and national norms.
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SUMMER UPWARD BOUND
Terre Haute, Indiana

Title I Support: No Context: Urban

Target Group Characteristics

Number Served: 76 Dates: Summer 1966

Age or Grade Range: tenth grade Ethnic Croup: 55 percent Black,
45 percent white

Other Pupil Characteristics: Unmarried; college potential as judged by parents
and counselors; high school grade point average of 2.17.

Project Characteristica

Measured Cognitive Objectives: Improvement in performance on ability to -ts in
reading, math, and abstract reasoning.

Facilities: laboratory school

Treatment Duration: All day, daily for eight weeks of summer.

Components:

Personnel: Ph.D. director; full-time counselor supervised testing and
dorm counselors; resident dorm counselors and tutors were college students.

Curriculum: Developmental and remedial language arts, math, study skills.

Strategy: Provided "highly" structured innovative program of academic and
extracurricular activities to students living in residence on college campus
in the hope of motivating them to continue their education.

Environment: highly structured

Materials: Some commercially available, others developed locally.

Pupil-Teacher Ratio+ none given

Training.: none indicated

Parent Involvement: none indicated

Tests Used: Differential Aptitude Test

Design and Results: Pre-post design. Gain [mores etatistically significant.
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APPENDIX Q

SUMMARY

Inner-city Children Can Be Taught To Read: Four Successful
Schools it

Description

163-164

The Council on Basic Education examined four inner city schools
to determine the reasons for success in teaching disadvantaged children
to read. The four schools which had appropriate data and success were:

New York, New York PS 11
PS 129

Kansas City, Mo. Woodland School
Los Angles , Calif. Ann Street School

Achievement Results and Factors

Success was measured by third graders achieving a
national grade-level norm or better as a median
and an unusually by percentage cf non-readers.
Success at these schools required from 3 to 9
years. Factors that seem to account for their
success are:

Strong leadership Additional reading

High expectations personnel
Good atmosphere Use of phonics
Strong emphasis on Individualization

reading. Careful evaluation of
pupil progress.

Not essential to the success of the 4 schools are:

Small class size School personnel of the
Achievement grouping same. ethnic background
High quality of teach.; as the pupils.
ing.

Pre-school education
Outstanding physical
facilities.

'Weber, George, Inner-city Children Can Be Taught to Read: Pour
Successful Schools, Council for Basic Education, October, 1971.
Source: 76.
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APPENDIX R

SUMMARY

BEGINNING READING AND. MATH IN PS 133, NEW YORK CITY

Description of Study

165-166

PS 133 in Harlem initiated a beginning reading and mathematics program
based on the approach and methodology developed by Dr. Caleb Gattegno
as Words inColor and Mathematics in Color. The aims of the study were:

a. mastering the skill of reading with comprehension;
b. using the written language to express experiences with

which they are familiar;
c. mastering computational operations with numbers of any

size and any, base and applying these skills to their
everyday experience;

.d. enjoying school work, as represented by the volume of
free composition produced by the child in English and
mathematics.

Achievement Results

Reading: Comparison of Metropolitan Achievement Test Scores for Grades
2 and 3 (Mean Grade Equivalents)

Mean Score Grade 2' Grade 3
Equivalent 1967.-68 1968-69 1967 -68 1968-69

PS 133 Mean 2.6 2.8 2.9 3.5

District Mean 2.3 2.3 3.0 3.1

Citywide Mean 2.7 2.8 3.7 3.6

Arithmetic: Comparison of Metropolitan Achievement Test Scores for
Grade 3 (Mean Grade Equivalents)

Mean Score
Equivalent 1968-69 1969-70

PS 133 Mean
District Mean
Citywide Mean

Cost and the Results

2.8 3.2
3.0 3.2
3.5 3.5

For reading in 1968-69 there were 89 students in grade 2 and 71 in grade
3 for a total of 160 students. The total cost of the program for 1968-
1969, other than normal school expenditures was 37,884 or $237 per pupil.

Source: 73.
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APPENDIX S.

Summary

Input and Output in California Compensatory Education Projects

167-163

This summary briefly presents the findings of the recent study by
Herbert J. Xiesling which analyzes the relationship between process

program organization, and achievement gains in California compen-
satory education projects.

Issue: Is there a Relationship Between Cost Intensit and Probability_
of Success?

A random sampling of 42 projects in 37 school districts was used as
the basis for this analysis. Test data for approxiamtely 10% of
California's 125,000 Title I children in 1969-70 were studied.
Scores from the Stanford Reading Test were correlated with teaching
strategies, intensity of instruction, patterns of coordination of
project, personnel and other variables.. These data on the educa-
tional process were obtained through questionnaires administered
through personal interviews of project personnel.

Briefly, "the findings were that the amount of instruction given by
trained reading specialists is consistently related to pupil gains.
There was some evidence to show that planning time and instruction
by paraprofessional teachinp personngl aiding the regular classroom
teacher were also related to gainer"4

The average gain for children in the projects studied was .87 months
per month of gain; this is .17 months gain greater than the normal
rate of .7 months per month for disadvantaged children. The gain
was substantially greater in projects using reading specialists.
The multi-regression analysis used by Kiesling found that the
minutes of instruction by the diagnostic reading specialist were
related consistently to the performance of children with about 30
minutes of indiiiidual equivalent instruction per week.3 In addition,
when coats were assigned to input variables - for example $12,000/year
for a reading specialist - it was found that "an expenditure of $300
per pupil by a specialist will bring these children L disadvantaged
Title I children1 on the average to a rate of gain in reeding near
the national norm. This would be somewhat more probable if the spe-
cialist is assisted by paraprofessionals working in the pupil's
regular classroom."4

1
Kiesling, Herbert J., Input and Output in California Compensatory

Education Projects, The Rand Corporation, R781-CC/RC, October, 1971.
Source: 74.

2
Ibid.,summary.

3Testimony of Herbert J. Kiesling, before Senate Educational
Subcommittee, April 6, 1972.
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Limitations of the Data

169

Although'the sample is reasonably representative of the state and
minorities are somewhat overrepresented in terms of projects, the
sample did net contain large city "hard-core" situations. Thirteen
of the forty-two projects in the study which had the best reading
gains, "were in schools where the percentage of Title I children of
total school enrollment was 50% or less."

1Testimony of Herbert J. Riesling, before. Senate Educational
Subcommittee, April 6, 1972.
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170-171

APPENDIX T

EFFECTS OF DESEGREGATION ON STUDENT ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT:
A RESEARCH REVIEW

This analysis of the academic effects of desegregation focuses on one
extremely important aspect of school desegregation. Other considerations- -
the possible effects of desegregation upon self-concept, adaptability to
living in a multi-racial society, educational attainment, and occupational
and income levels, for example--as well as the moral and legal aspects of
desegregation, are important issues that are outside the scope of this
review.

First, studies on the effects of individual social class, school
social class, racial composition and other variables on academic achieve-
ment will be reviewed. Second, long -term studies of achievement in school
districts before and after desegregation will be examined. Finally, the
critical question of what research shows us about how desegregation works
best will be reviewed.

School Social Class and Academic Achievement

Research findings clearly show the strong relationship between the
socio-economic status (SES) of a student--that is, the social class of
his family- -and his academic achievement. Students (especially blacks)
from advantaged families score higher on the average on achievement tests
than students from disadvantaged families. However, if individual SES is
Controlled, there is strong evidende that disadvantaged black students
achieve higher if they attend schools with more advantaged students. The
educational effectiveness of this "student body" or school SES effect is
shown in:

(1) The Coleman Report and its many reanalyses, which are remarkably
consistent in this finding.

(2) Alan Wilson's sophisticated longitudinal study, "Educational
Consequences of Segregation in a California Community" in the
U.S. Commission of Civil Rights report Racial Isolation in the
Public Schools.

(3) A study by J. A. Michael of 35,000 seniors in a nationally
representative sample of 518 high schools.

(4) An unpublished longitudinal study of eight Pittsburgh schools
conducted by Nancy St. John and M.S. Smith.

97-457 0 - 73 (Pt. 1) - 21
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The research showing a school SES effect on achievement is remarkably con-
sistent. One of the major arguments against the Coleman school SES finding
is that, because of the cross-sectional design of the study, the school SES

effect may in fact represent a selection bias and not a real educational
effect. Marshall Smith suggests that biases and selection factors may
explain Coleman's student body effects, but he does not document his
selection hypothesis. The continued presence of the school SES effect in
the longitudinal studies strengthens the validity of the Coleman findings.

Different studies diverge when they attempt to examine additional
factors such as school quality, desegregation, and school racial climate
effects. These studies will be examined later, but it should now be
emphasized that the attempt to attribute increments of educational gain
to various school quality, desegregation, and social structure factors
can obscure the major policy findings:

(1) Whatever it is that happens in middle class schools, after con-
trolling for individual SES, disadvantaged black students achieve
higher on the average in middle class than in lower class schools.

(2) Middle class schools attended by black students are predominantly
white schools in most cases.

(3) There is an educational value of school desegregation for improv-
ing black student achievement.

Generally, the school SES effect is interpreted as beneficial to disadvan-
taged blacks through exposure to students from homes with higher educational
backgrounds and higher educational aspirations. Some researchers also
suggest that teachers in middle class schools more commonly have expectations
for success for their student,- Teachers in lower class schools have lower
expectations for their students.

Differences in school quality could explain some of the school SES
findings. That is, middle class schools could contribute to the better
performance of disadvantaged students because of superior facilities or
staff. However, Coleman found a strong independent school SES effect
(stronger than school quality effects). Re-analyses of the Coleman data
show varying relative importance in school SES and school quality factors
but still support the.original finding that school SES is an important
educational variable. Studies using other sources of data provide con-
tradictory evidence on the educational importance of different school
quality factors, providing educational policy makers with little assistance
in the allocation of educational resources. Few studies provide data on
,both desegregation and school quality although some desegregation studies
report observations that segregated and desegregated schools being studied
appear to be equivalent. In many smaller studies, the possibility of school

*Smith does not document the extent to which junior and senior high school
students are selected to'attend schools on the basis of achievement test
scores and consequently things correlated with achievement.
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quality differences explaining part or even all of a desegregation effect

exists. However, the practical relevance of this argument for students
receiving a better education under desegregation may be nil. Furthermore,

this argument is frequently turned around by desegregation advocates (and
sometimes courts) as an additional argument in favor of desegregation.

Studies have attempted to examine the question of independent effects
of school and classroom racial composition in addition to the school SES

effect. That is, if a disadvantaged black student attends a middle class

school, is he more likely to achieve higher if his school or his classroom
are predominantly white? Results here are contraaictory, at least in part
because of technical statistical problems created by the high correlation
between school social class and school percent white students. Coleman
found no additional desegregation effect while some of the reanalyses of
the Coleman data have found such effects. Wilson found in his California
study "that racial composition of the school, while tending to favor
Negro students in racially integrated schools, does not have a substantial
effect--not nearly as strong as the social class composition of the school."
The St. John and Smith study referred to earlier found independent arithmetic
achievement gains through desegregation after individual SES, neighborhood
SES, and sex controls had been introduced, although reading achievement
gains were not found. Given that most middle class schools attended by
blacks are aesegregated, the presence of a desegregation effect ia addition
to a school SES effect is of relatively small practical consequence.

Because school social class and racial composition are so highly
correlated, studies lacking the former but having the latter data are
useful if reliable individual family background data are also utilized.
Family background data are important beCause achievement has repeatedly
been shown to be very highly associated with family background, especially
for blacks. Studies containing individual SES and racial composition data
are:

(1) New Haven,Connecticut (Nancy St. John, 1964)

A study in New Haven showed that with individual SES con-
trolled, eleventh grade blacks who had attended more desegregated
elementary schools tended to have higher school achievement test
scores (although the differences were not statistically significant).

(2) Robert L. Crain (1971)

Data from a random sample of 1,651 black adults living in
northern metropolitan areas showed higher average verbal test
scores for blacks that had attended desegregated elementary
schools or high schools. These relationships were maintained
when controls for sex and four indvidual SES variables (father's
education, mother's education, number of siblings, stability of
parental family) were introduced. A quality of education index
added as a control did not explain the difference between the
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results for adults that had segregated vs. desegregated schooling.
The quality index "accounts for none of the difference in the
verbal test score."

(3) Denver, Col rado (Massarotti, 1969)

A study of elementary school students compared transported pupils,
pupils in receiving schools, and pupils in the sending schools
(i.e., the schools the transported pupils had attended). After
extensive matching including race-ethnicity and family SES
(measured by occupation of family's chief wage earner) and
statistical adjustments for most recent IQ score and previous
year achievement test score, no significant differences in
achievement were found between the comparison groups. However.
statistical problems caused by the high correlation between recent
IQ score, pretest achievement score, and achievement score one
year later could have obscurred desegregation effects.

(4) Gulfport, Mississippi (Goolsby and Frary, 1969)

A study of an experimental education program involving 200
disadvantaged first graders also analyzed differences between
black pupils in segregated and desegregated schools. After con-
trolling for father's occupation and student's mental age,
the desegregated blacks had significantly higher achievement
scores than the segregated blacks.

A large number of additional studies have been conducted which are not
reported here because of technically inadequate designs or other problems.
Although some studies are not reported here because they are too old (pre-
1960), the most common reasons for elimination are: small sample size, no
or inadequate control on individual SES, use of IQ and/or pretest controls
in a way that distorts findings, self-selection, longitudinal studies with
high losses of desegregated and/or segregated students, and experimental
studies with non-equivalent experimental (desegregated) and control
(segregated) groups.

The reliance of many studies--including some reported here--on reading
achievement test scores probably underestimates desegregation effects.
Coleman and others have shown that reading achievement test scores are not
as sensitive to school variables as other test scores. Success in reading

is more influenced by non-school factors than is.success in other areas of
academic achievement.

Before-After Desegregation Studies

Some studies without individual SES controls may still be useful because
they contain achievement data before and after desegregation and follow large
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groups or cohorts or a smaller sample of individual students for substantial
periods of time. The major methodological problem with these studies is
the lack of knowledge about possible changes during the time period in the
average social class level of the minority students in the schools. If

the family SES level is going down (through gration of poorer blacks
or movement of more advantaged blacks to the sub, -), achievement gains
over time will not be shown in this type of analys-,.

Berkeley, California took voluntary steps from 1968-69 to reduce racial
isolation in its school system. Achievement test scores for blacks
in the elementary grades began to show improvement in 1970 and 1971.
These data show that blacks are still below the norm (and below Berkeley
whites, who have been above the national norms and are now doing about
the same or slightly better than before desegregation) but the normally
observed increasing gap in black achievement as blacks advance to higher
grades is being reduced. (For example, in 1967, second grade blacks were
0.6 grade levels behind the test norm compared with 0.4 in 1970; 1967 third
grade blacks were 1.0 grade levels behind the test norm compared with 0.7
grade levels in 1971.) The achievement of black students at the middle
grades in Berkeley is improvingbut not as much as in the lower grades.
Black achievement at the upper grades is low but the testing program in
those grades is new and it is impossibleto determine whether the current
results represent any change. The favorable results for younger children .

are frequently found in desegregation studies and suggest the importance
of desegregation at an early age.

The Berkeley desegregation findings are complicated by the introduction
of numerous programs aimed at improving educational quality during the 1967-
1971 period. On the other hand, the exceptionally high performance of white
students in the Berkeley schools may constitute an unusually severe
psychological threat to blacks. Whites in the lowest quartile in Berkeley
achieve at the national norm for the standardized test.

In sourthern California, a similar study is being conducted in Riverside.
Desegregation was initiated in 1965 and substantially completed in Fall 1967.
Achievement test data were collected each May from 1965 through 1970.
Research in the first three years of desegregation in Riverside showed no
change in minority achievement. Other analyses in Riverside suggest that
the achievement gap between desegregated minority (black and chicano)
students and the majority group students has remained about constant,
representing an improvement over the usually observed increasing gap between
minority and majority students over time. All Riverside studies show that
majority group achievement has not had any decline since desegregation. The
Riverside longitudinal analyses are difficult to interpret with great con-
fidence because of extreme changes in the types and forms of achievement
tests administered during the time period studied as well as loss of sample
problems.

97 -457 0 - 73 (Pt. 1) - 22
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A recently completed study of Evanston, Illinois collected baseline
and concurrent achievement data from fall 1967 through fall 1970. Black
students showed consistent improvement in mathematics achievement in the
primary grades. Other achievement subtests showed no consistent gains
or losses for blacks. White achievement remained at the same level during
this period. A separate substudy consisting of a matched longitudinal
analysis showed that traveling to school by Sus had no adverse effect on
'blacks or whites. Although the effect was not strong, blacks bused from
formerly segregated schools showed greater achievement gains than their

.

former black classmates who were walking to their new desegregated schools.

Summary of Findings

The high quality research evidence reviewed here suggests that black
achievement tends to be improved by attending desegregated or middle class
schools. Gains through desegregation are not always found but losses are
not found. Gains sometimes result in reducing the usual increased black-
white achievement gap as both groups advance through the schools. At the
same time, evidence of gains combined with the absence of alternative
educational strategies with demonstrated superior effectiveness, suggests
the high educational importance for desegregation in improving black
academic achievement. There is no evidence that desegregation reduces
white achievement as long as a half or more white situation exists.

Successfully Implementing Desegregation

What happens as school districts, schools, and classroomsdesegregate?
One encouraging piece of evidence comes from a massive study of 252
randomly selected southern school districts conducted for the Office of
Education by the Resource Management Corporation in 1971 when a great
deal of desegregation was occurring or had recently occurred in the South.
Over 4,100 interviews were conducted with school district officials,
principals, teachers and students in fourteen southern States. The study
found that the racial climate in the schools had significantly improved
as the 1970-71 school year progressed. Respondents reported positive changes
in numerous areas of the school racial climate much more frequently.than
they reported negative changes. Furthermore, positive changes were more
frequently reported by respondents who retrospectively reported the most
negative expectations at the start of the school year, In short, racial
climate improvement appears to have occurred where it was most needed.

Knowledge about the effectiveness of different policies and piactices
in implementing desegregation is limited. Clearly, despite what overall
favorable trends may exist, the process in which desegregation is
implemented in the nation, state, school district, and school must have a



323

177

crucial impact on its success or failure in the classroom. While knowledge
of general trends is vital, the implementation of effective desegregation
by officials at all levels and by students and parents is a critical
policy issue. It is naive to expect automatic achievement gains through
desegregation quickly and under all circumstances.

The effectiveness of implementing desegregation in.a manner that pro-
vides both a middle class student body and a racial composition of at least
50 percent white has been emphasized in the Coleman data.

Psychologist Irwin Katz has developed from his research a four-factor
model which is useful in explaining black performance in biracial situations.
On the negative side, Katz lists;

(1) Lowered probability of success

Where there is a marked discrepancy in the educational
standards of black and white schools, or where black children
have already acquired strong feelings of inferiority, they are
likely to have a low expectancy of academic success when intro-
duced into interracial classes. This expectancy is often
realistic, but it has the effect of lowering achievement
motivation. The policy implication of this factor is to reduce
its impact by beginning interracial instruction in the earliest
grades. This is consistent with the findings of the Coleman
report and its reanalysis by the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights. Several of the studies discussed in this paper also
find more encouraging academic progress for desegregated blacks
at lower grade levels. On the other hand, the impact of desegre-
gation upon low ability blacks may not necessarily be negative.
Seeing whites in their classroom make mistakes can dispel
feelings of black inferiority which our society has imposed on
blacks.

The factor of lowered probability of success is also used
by some experts to expinin the need for non-threatening compensa-
tory education activities for lower achieving blacks within
desegregated schools. The need to devise such programs to
prevent the full-time isolation of black children within biracial
schools is frequently cited.

A related factor of control over one's environment or
destiny (also called "fate control") is important. Fate control
is measured, for example, by disagreeing with the statement,
"Everytime I try to get ahead, something or somebody stops me."
Coleman found that blacks with higher levels of fate control
achieved much higher than blacks without this perception
(independent of family SES, school SES and other factors). Further-
more, blacks in desegregated schools were found to have higher
levels of fate control than segregated blacks,
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Any biracial situation for %lacks poses potential social
threats because of the prestige and dominance of whites in
American society. Rejection of black students by white class-
mates and teachers can solicit emotional responses detrimental
to achievement. This result is consistent with the CommIcsion
on Civil Rights finding that black academic achievement
highest in integrated schools featuring low levels of racial
tension and high levels of cross - racial acceptance. The social
threat factor is the heart of the argument for the need for
integrated rather than simply desegregated schools. Symbols
of resistance to desegregation such as the discriminatory firing
of black teachers and administrators, discrimination in extra-
curricular activities, segregated classrooms (or segregation
of races in different sides of the same classroom), and similar
symbolic acts and practices can be expected to be detrimental
to black performance but there has thus far been no empirical
test of this hypothesis.

Failure threat

Failure threat arises when academic failure results in
disapproval by significant others: parents, teachers, or peers.
The role of teacher expectations can be crucial in this area.
Eugene Johnson constructed a scale of teacher expectations in
145 Riverside classrooms. He compared teacher ratings of the
ability levels of her minority and white pupils with the pre-
desegregation achievement test scores of those minority and
white pupils. A scale was constructed in which teachers who
accurately perceive the ability of their minority pupils (high
expectancy) are compared with teachers who either underestimate
the ability of their minority pupils or overestimate the ability
of their white pupils (low expectancy). Children with low and
high expectancy teachers did not differ significantly on pre-
desegregation achievement. In high expectancy classrooms all
race and ethnic groups showed little achievement change from
pre-desegregation levels, but in low expectancy classrooms
blacks showed significant decreases in achievement while whites
showed slight increases. Furthermore, minority children achieving
the highest before desegregation were the most adversely affected
by teachers with low expectancies. The situation for minority
pupils is further exacerbated by the fact that they seem more
sensitive than whites to the interpersonal behavior of their
teachers (Nancy St. John, 1971).
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The RMC study referred to above found that teacher training
activities funded under the Emergency School Assistance Program
were ineffective. School racial climate measures showed more
improvement in schools that did not have ESAP teacher training
than in schools that did. Whether teacher training produced
lowered expectations for black students is impossible to
determine from the data. But, whatever the reason, teacher
training as currently practiced does not seem to be effective
in improving school racial climate in the majority of cases.

The positive side of the Katz model is that acceptance of blacks by
white classmates and teachers often has a:

(4) Social facilitation effect

Acceptance, Katz observes, has a social facilitation effect on
blacks' ability to learn. The anticipation that skillful
performance will win white approval rather than rejection endows
scholastic success with high incentive value with the absence of
severe social threat.

The findings by RNC of the improvements in the school racial
climate during the 1970-71 school year in the South are especially
encouraging from the view of this model. Although the effect of
racial climate on black academic achievement has not been
sufficiently researched, positive effects on achievement (such
as those referred to above as found by the Commission on Civil
Rights) should be found. Research currently being undertaken
by the Office of Education is being directed at this area.

The impressions of some of the Riverside researchers over a
period of years in observing desegregation evolve are instructive.
Noting that some Riverside schools have been more effective than
others over the years in producing achievement gains, they note
that two of the desegregated Riverside schools with the greatest
improvement in minority achievement have (1) extensive parent
involvement including working in the schools as aides and in
other positions, but also involvement in real decision-making
in school planning and programming as members of an active
advisory group, and (2) teachers working with the principal and
parents on curriculum but also encouraged to use these inputs
creatively and individually. The educational programs and
curricula of these two successful schools differ considerably;
it may well be the process that is the crucial factor. The
number of teacher aides hired may matter for less than how they
are utilized and involved. The curriculum developed may matter
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far less than the climate in which it (or, rather, they) are
conceived. Processes like these may be the long -term key to
"social faciliation" and successful education.

Detailed generalizable research evidence on successful activities that
schools can undertake to improve minority student achievement in desegregated
settings is virtually non-existent. The RMC report found counseling,
counseling support, student -to- student, and remedial programs effective in
improving school racial climate. As presented above, this could also lead
in a causal chain to improved academic achievement but this cannot be
tested with the RMC data. However, a current Office of Education evaluation
will explore these questions in depth.
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The Urgent Need
for Exfierimentatioh4

JOHN P. GILBERT Et FREDERICK HOSTELLER

To get better schooling for our children, we must find out how to
strengthen our educational system. This will require study and especially,
as we shall explain, experimentation.

When we speak of experiments, we are not talking about innovation in
the 'let's first try this and then try that" sense. Instead we mean large-scale
field experiments with honest controls. To show how the methods tested
work in different places and under different conditions, the size must be
large. Few great gains having wide application will be made in the educa-
tional process without such large-scale experiments, even though the ideas
to be tested may arise from the most delicate laboratory work or from the
most abstruse theories. Innovation, while essential, cannot strengthen the
educational system unless its gains are confirmed by extensive trial and
evaluation.

The nation is currently redefining the goals and reordering the author-
ity structure of its school systems. We do not discuss these issues, though
we recognize that political changes can make great differences. No matter
how these issues are resolved, society will still need to know how to teach
children well. Although some experiments cannot be carried out in the midst
of upheaval, the type of investigations we recommend need not delay any
particular change in school systems.

Furthermore, the educational process must be related to the larger
process of the community. For example, school milk and lunch programs
long ago recognized how important physiological factors were to children.
Evidence grows that better nutrition much earlier may prevent damage to
a child's mental processes. How much earlier? Before birth? We are slow to
find out about this because we don't do enough genuine experiments. Simi
lady, we need to appraise other physical, economic, and social factors not

This work was facilitated by a rant from the Nationat Science Foundation (GS
t04130-
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1From: On Equality of Educational Opportunity, edited by
Daniel P. Moynihan and Ttederick Hosteller, Copyright CD 1972 by
Random House, Inc. Reprinted by permission of the publisher.
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only in the school but also in the family and community for their effects
upon children's education. How important is (other's employment to success
in school? We need not limit the experiments to the confines of the school-
yards, for one way to strengthen the schools is to strengthen the students.

Experiments Are Convincing
Nearly everyone writing about the Coleman Report has emphasized

that it was based on a survey taken at one moment of time and not on an
experiment. Thus, even though we can compare groups of pupils who were
exposed to somewhat different conditions, we have difficulty in arguing that
those differences in conditions largely or even importantly contributed to the
differences in perft..mance of the various groups. Everyone sees why. Let
us take a neutral example. If we see that one group of people has bigger
dwellings than another, we can spend the rest of our lives arguing the rea-
sons. Were they richer to begin with? Did they have more children and
need the space? Were they rural people at heart who just appreciated space
more than city - lovers? Or all of these? However, suppose that we take a
large group of people, give a randomly chosen half of them $ moo a year
and give the other half nothing. If at the end of two years we find that the
half with the extra money have increased the size of their dwellings consid-
erably more than the others, few will argue that the increased income was
not a cause. The random assignment of the experimental treatment tri-
umphs over all the little excuses for not attributing the effect to the differ-
ence in treatment. To summarize, an experiment is a strong way to find out
the effect of a treatment, George Box said it well: 'To find out what hap-
pens to a system when you interfere with it, you have to interfere with it
(not just passively observe it)."

Other Ways to Knowledge
Admittedly, experimentation is not the only way to find the effect of a

treatment. Much of what we have learned and act on in life comes from
observationstudies that systematically gather facts about what is happen-
ing, but do not actively interfere with the process. If we observe that chil-
dren with less food do not learn as much in school as those who have more,
we are inclined in the twentieth century to suppose that families with more
food will produce healthier children and that healthier children will learn
more quickly, rather than that hunger sharpens the wits.

Consider the Coleman Report's suggestion that school variables have
little effect and let us misunderstand that claim to mean that schools don't
matter to learning. Then we can do a mental experiment by thinking about
how much algebra will be learned if students do not go to school, but just
stay home and sop up learning by themselves. After all, isn't that the best
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way? Selfmotivated learning? Surely, but we all see that only a very few
people will learn any algebra.

In a sense, we also have observational evidence on this as well as a
mental experiment. Many college-educated people today had fathers who
did not go past the 6th grade. By and large they know that their fathers
didn't learn any algebra by themselves, however clever they may have been
with numbers. Studies of adult education don't show people learning mathe-
matics by themselves until they have learned a great deal of it. Even self.
taught heroes like Abraham Lincoln made no progress in algebra and
calculus. Both mental experiment and observation tell us that mathematics
beyond arithmetic would not be learned if schools were abolished. Therefore,
the notion that school variables have little effect does not in the least mean
that schools don't matter to learning. Bather, given that we have school
Systems, the objection has been that the presence or absence of certain
school features does not seem to make large differences in performance by
the pupils. Insofar as it.is true, this is important Ircause the schools have
not educated certain groups as WCII as society wishes, and we do not see how
to improve their education by modest changes in the school variables avail.
able for adjustment. The argument is a bit queasy ii.ue because t) of lack
of experimentation, 2) of not pairing a facility with its special trainees
(swimming pools don't teach much French), 5) previous successful equat.
kg of important variables may have concealed their effect, and 4) reports
for school systems rather than schools also suppress effects.

When we find that an observational study suggests that certain vari-
ables produce effects of a given sort, we arc usually correct in assuming that
they do. Once in a while, a more controlled study will give a different an-
swer.

Still another difficulty is that many different causal schemes can usu.
ally be proposed to "explain away" the results of an observational study.
The number of alternative explanations should certainly be weighed, but it is
well to put one's faith in simple direct explanations rather than elaborate
circuitous ones. Our own experiences with observational studies and related
experiments have been that the controlled study usually does not contradict
the observational study, but it does clarify matters and make them firmer.
Let us give a concrete example of the sort of thing this experience suggests
until better evidence appears. We know that richer people are better edu-
cated, and so we conclude for the moment that if poorer families get more
money their children will later be better educated than they would other.
wise have been. But this conclusion will uhvays be tantalizingly and end.
lessly arguable. Therefore, where we, as a society, care about a causal
relation, we need substantial experiments to settle some of the arguments
arguments that cannot be put to rest by observational studies or mental ex.
perimenta.
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Facts Help
Firm facts now and again clear the air in remarkable ways, and they

are needed because we are so good at speculating. If a rumor circulates that
disease A is soon going to become a public health problem, facts such as
that only t death per t oo,000 relates to this disease and that no increase in
the rate has been observed in ten years rather chill further speculation. But
without such facts, we can worry about building special hospitals to take
care of the patients, perhaps think of creating a medical speciality for it,
consider what antipollution measures may be effective against it, and at the
very least organize a study. The Coleman Report has done a great deal to
supply firm facts.

For example, almost no one tries to argue in the face of the Coleman
Report that rural areas produce the best students. Yet prior to the publica-
tion of the report, it would have been easy to find proponents of this posi-
tion.

Let us note that we have got rather good at fact-gathering through
sample surveys and observational studies over the last forty years. The im-
provement has come from the increased use of quantitative methods in a
variety of fields; public health, sociology, psychology, and economics, and
from new statistical developments that have strengthened the theoretical
and practical bases of these surveys and studies. 'Rte result is that we have
become better at measuring how things are now, and even at measuring
how they have changed recently in the general population. The develop.
meet of this statistical ability has been most important, and sse now have
several facilities for carrying out such studies. Such facilities must have
knowhow in the practice and theory of sampling, in questionworditig, in
interviewing, and in the construction of. questionnaires. They must also
have field staffs ready and waiting, technical staffs and equipment prepared
to code and check and analyze the questionnaires, and fiscal groups to
handle costing and accounting. Such organizations take years to create and
shake down, and we are most fortunate to have a variety of them. These
organizations are found in the commercial field, in universities, and in the
government, where the Bureau of the Census has been an exceptionally able
leader. Large-scale investigations of any kind require large and complicated
facilities to carry them out, and we see that in the area of sample surreys we
now have great resources.

Our progress in national sample surseys has not been matched by cor-
responding progress in largescale controlled social investigations nor its the
evaluation of large social programs. We have large -scale exptrimental re-
search organizations in the agricultural experiment stations of the nation,
and we have mounted large medical experiments, such as the nationwide
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trials of the Salk vaccine for polio, but nothing comparable' is available in
the social field.

Large-Scale Controlled Investigations
If we are to more into large-scale experimentation we shall have to

have the facilities for it. In tqfi7 Manning Pattillo suggested that in the
future private foundations would be more interested in evaluating their pro-
grams and that they therefore would need more staff qualified to make ap-
praisals. He even suggested that private foundations might be able to offer
government an impartial appraisal of its programs. Such ideas must in the
end lead to controlled experimentation in social programs.

Haven't we done controlled experimentation in the past in the field of
education? We have. The literature is full of it. We have not been very
successful with such experimentation, but not for want of trying. Our at-
tempts have been frequent, usually in the tradition of the small tight experi
meat of the laboratory psychologist rather than the broader large-scale field
study, with repetition in a variety of places: repetition suited to the place
and personnel, For example, to improve the teaching of students handi-
capped by poverty, language, and indifference, research will have to be done
in schools where such conditions apply rather than among the rich or middle
class alone.

We have not done these large-scale experiments partly because the
money has not been available, and partly because we hate thought that the
tightly controlled classroom study would tell us what we wanted to know.
Such studies have generally been disappointing in practice. Some Possible
reasons are that organizations, families, teachers, students, and their back-
grounds vary a great deal from one part of the country to another and even
from neighborhood to neighborhood, and so any investigation is bound to
have a great deal of background noise in it. Indeed, after half a century of
tightly controlled studies of optimum class sire, we have made practically no
progress towanl answering the question (perhaps nature is hinting that the
question is a poor one as customarily phrased). It is not that we haven't
done controlled investigations, but rather that the studies have been too
small and specialized for their implications to have much chance of holding
in new situations.

To spell out a difficulty with the tightly controlled experiment, one
might note that an experiment involving film pupils sounds good sized, but
if classrooms rather than students were what was important, we might be
down to ao classrooms for classes of go students. If, further, schools were
important, the ao classes might be distributed among only 4 schools, say,

Perhaps the nearest to In example of such a facility would be the University of
Michigan's Research Center for Group Dynamics.
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and a sample size of 4 is small, indeed. But the final blow may be that all
schools are from a school system in t county in 1 state in t region of the
county, and so from many points of view such experiments are based on
samples of size 1, a very small sample for choosing a national program.

When the same treatment under controlled conditions produces good
results in many places and circumstances, then we become confident that we
have found a general rule When the payoff is finickygains in one place,
losses in anotherwe are wary because we can't count on the effect. A nice
experiment like the Hartford busing study reported in Dyer's chapter on
future studies has a partial replication from grade to grade. But we dare not
press %hates er generalization we draw beyond "communities like Hartford"
until other places can show similar gains.

The Obligation to Experiment
We have many social programs, and these programs are often re-

peated in place after place. Yet we seldom take any advantage of the exist-
ence of these automatic repetitions, which are just what one needs for
controlled investigation. When such programs exist in parallel for commu-
nity after community, we owe it to society and the taxpayer to take advan-
tage of these repetitions to strengthen our inferences about what aspects
make them better.

People often think that if we are to experiment, then we are going to
abuse or mistreat. They may even say that we must not experiment with
people, especially children, because they are too precious to be so abused.
Since we change the educational system frequently and arbitrarily, and can-
not profitably record the results of these haphazard adjustments, the abuse
is that while "experimenting" in this casual way we are learning little. Since
planned variation can tell us something, frittering away the opportunities to
learn from operational changes devalues the experiences of the participants
by neglecting to use them for society's benefit..

We want tofind better ways of teaching where *e are not doing as
well as we would like. Living in ignorance, we have an opportunity, even an
obligation, to experiment. The purpose of the experimentation is to aid in-
novation. Much has been said and written lately against experimentation,
but little or nothing about the obligation to experiment. When we are
spending huge sums on programs that have little theoretical or empirical
grounds for success in improving society, we should evaluate and experi-
ment as we go to find out how the programs can more fully carry out their
missions. To find out more, we will have to change our attitude toward the
word 'experiment" or perhaps get ourselves a new word.

Experimentation need not affect a large portion of the program, indeed
often not much more than the infornial sort of changes that are so often
made and explored in every- school system. But it dots require planning,
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careful execution, data-gathering, and analysis. We need not expect the first
few to be carried out very well; we need experience.

Since we are involved in distributing scarce resources, we need to eval-
uate new programs carefully to see first how to strengthen them and then
second whether to maintain them, or try an alternative development. We
should be continually planning alternative programs to replace those that do
not work out.

The position of the administrators of experimental programs needs to
be clearly understood. Their careers should not depend upon the success or
failure of a particular program but rather upon their skill in exploring the
Virtues and shortcomings of the program. This point has been eloquently
discussed by Donald Campbell ( igfip) who has pioneered in the develop-

otnent of statistical methods for quantifying the effects of changes in policy.
One of the compelling reasons for educational experiments is the im

portance for society of every improvement in the learning process. The lives
of large numbers of people are appreciably improved by every such ad-
vance. In addition, how successfully our society functions relates directly to
the extent that people have acquired the skills we need to achieve our goals
and individuals need to achieve theirs.

No matter how much experimentation we do, controversy will still be
the order of the day. Every part of science and engineer' g has its prizes.
When they are as large as those resulting from a huge new program in
education, we can expect controversy even in the presence of good data.
Conflicting advice will be available from highly regarded experts v, Sit calls
for some innovations in the appreciation of science for policy de, and
we might hope that political scientists would suggest and op; :3ISe some
ways that administrators could use to help choose between cm, "cting pro.
grams. Until now an administrator mainly relied upon his own i,,tuition, the
°consensus" found in the journals, the advice of wise friends or of special
commissions created to study specific programs. In the fall of ig68, both
McGeorge Bundy, in an address at the American Academy of Arts and
Sciences, and Harvey Brooks, in conversation, have called our attention to
the possibility of developing an adversary procedure so that an adtninistra-
tor could fairly hear the sides of a difficult question argued by prepared
experts, with the help of his own experts to guide some part of the question-
ing. We believe that exploratory studies should be undertaken to find ways
to help administrators make good use of science and scientists. _

What if 1-1'e Don't Experiment?
First, without experimentation we are dependent upon the natural se-

, lection and evolution of programs to strengthen and improve the system.
The social process is too complex and educational institutions are too rigid
for us to expect speedy unaided evolution. The appraisal of results from
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informal variation is too difficult, in the face of so many uncontrolled vari-
ables, to guide policy. We need experiments to get some firm results. With-
out them, we will discard fine programs along with the poor ones.

Second, a great many innovations will be tried in one or two places
each, and each will be declared the solution to our educational problems.'
Then as others try them, they wilt usually fail. If these were the only losses,
they could be borne. We expect many failures. Furthermore, every new plan
has to have some pilot studies before we try it out on a larger scale. But
unless studies are carried out in a systematic way, we will not have learned
about conditions when a method may be of use and when it may. not, or
what features of the program still show promise in spite of general failure:
These are the losses that matter, for without systematic effort, we stumble
on gen !ration after generation, learning little and fooling ourselves that we
are learning something about the process because we are busy doing new
things. 'Thus, by never getting firm faces, we are always in the position of
believing that "the" solution is contained in the new program just being
tried,

The controversies about the Coleman Report show that we still are
ignorant of what makes education tick for children and of why what works
for some doesn't seem to for others. For whom is laissez faire wise, and for
whom a lockstep program? Naturally we do not expect that only one sort of
program is workable, because children can adapt to or resist most things.
Our point is that when a big national effort is as little understood as educa-
tion now is, we are obligated to experiment.

Third, without experimental studies we can expect continual arguments
like those that surround the present Coleman Report. Do school variables
matter, and if so, how much? If we care about questions of this sort, and
they seem to be of general interest, we need experiments. Actually, the con-
troversy here is as much over the definition of a school variable as over the
magnitude and importance of its effect. Designing and executing an experi-
ment or two will go far toward clarifying these issues.

The more general sorts of methodological squabbles on which many
papers about the Coleman Report focus ran be partly cured by carrying out
some actual experiments. As long as these are not done, we have no solid
foundation to build upon. Much of science makes its progress by discover-
ing a few firm facts, then moving up a level and building on these. Once one
gets three or four lavers high, the discipline is on its way to an era well
removed from its earlier primitive state. We have received a few firm facts
from the Coleman Report; now we need some experiments to build on them.

Innovations Are Often Ineffective
Here again we have to face the music. Most innovations will do little

or no good. In reviewing a recent survey reported by Jack Elinson at the
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Ross Fedi:a& Conference, we concluded that among ten substantial pro-
grams designed to improve the lelfare or health of the people involved, the
control group in seven did ribouvfas well as those receiving the new treat.
relent. The most valuable lesson here is that we find this out only because we
had controlled investigations. Had experiments not been done, we would
have had little way of knowing that the programs were not improving the
performance that they were intended to advance. Instead, encouraged by
the originality, progressiveness, and plausibility of the programs, we might
have initiated them at great expense throughout the nation. Now at least
we know that the particular techniques do not work well and in some in.
stances why not,

The second valuable lesson is that most innovations don't work, even
when they are introduced with the best will in the world, are carefully
thought out, and vigorously and expertly executed. This shouldn't surprise
anyone. There must be hundreds of new mousetraps invented (or every one
that catches on in the marketplace. Building a better society is not easy.

Why are educational innovations frequently ineffective? A great effect
occurs when we introduce a school or a school system into a region that has
none. Those who go to school are going to learn arithmetic and spelling
better than they would have if they had not had systematic schooling. In-
deed, one of Elinson's exceptions to the lack of effect In social programs had
to do with starting new programs of training.

Introducing a bmndnew program where none existed before can have
enormous specific effects. However, when someone looks at a going school
system and suggests that it be charged to make it betterlet's be specific,
to make the students learn arithmetic betterhe has two strikes against him.
First of all, the system is running now, and the proposed innovations can
possibly reduce its effectiveness. Second, the people who formerly ran and
are now running the school will have put a strong effort into doing what
they can to make the system pay off well. So at best the change is only go.
ing to take up part of the slack between how well the system works now and
the best it could do. When one has a choice, as a manager may have in a
plant, between trying to produce a product more cheaply and thinking of
a new product that may bring in additional profit, he is very likely to opt for
the latter became he will usually have done the obvious and eh.. customary
things to improve the process of manufacturing for the old product. Beyond
this, he cannot expect hard effort to pay many percent. This does not mean
that a new insight, material, or machine might not come along that would
make a tremendous difference in profit, but until it does, he is justified in
putting his effort and investment of capital into a new product line.

This is, of course, one possibility for education. Perhaps new product
lines are what we need. We are not arguing this point, but about the need to
notice that when one has a going concern, improvement isn't easy. In spite
of all the discussion about the leeblenesa of our school system, we are put-
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ting more students into college than ever before both absolutely and per.
centagewise; this is true of every race, color, and creed; and we lead the
world in this effort. Nevertheless, we are called upon to make changes. We
have noted that improving a going concern is not likely to pay off as well as
introducing the concern in the first place did. So in innovating we are likely
to be in for disappointments, but we may pick up an acorn once in a while,
occasionally even find a pot of gold. Just as we won't readily make great
gains, we also aren't likely to suffer big losses.

We emphasize this appreciation of the frequent failure of innovation
because it alerts us to the need for experimentation both to secure the gains
already made and to identify the successful ventures. Ideas are easy to come
by in social areas, but hard, expensive, and risky to introduce on a broad
male, and hence the necessity for realistic appraisal based on sound experi-
mental procedures.

In addition, verifying that ideas work, finding when they work, and
training people to make them work, are also hard and expensive. For ex-
ample, Skinnerian training programa for young children attract investiga-
tors in many areas of education, as well they should. The descriptions of
Hamblin et al. ( Ai) in teaching young abnormally aggressive children
and autistic children are on the one hand most encouraging, but on the other
illustrate how hard it is to train teachers and mothers in this skill. Even
after training, the responses required ore hard to choose and execute. Con-
sequently', hidden observers had to use radios to direct the teachers and
mothers, who received their instructions through small earplug receivers.
We need to see whether other investigators can make the process work,
whether the cures can be maintained through the years, and whether ag-
gression is reduced by persons untrained in handling the children, as well as
for those whr are. One can readily see the great need for repeating and
extending such promising experiments, and one can also see that the verifi-
cation will be costly. But preventing individuals from spending their lives in
prison or in an asylum offers society financial rewards as well as satisfac-
tion.

Experimentation Without Regimentation
If we are to find out whether some new ideas do produce a substantial

gain, then we shall have to be prepared to measure the effects carefully.
And this means experimentation. We need to know where we instituted
what programs, and where what others, and then we need to find out what
was achieved. This is the main feature of experimentation. The programs
need to be introduced randomly, oinearly so in a large variety of places.
One way is to find a number of places that are willing to introduce either of
a pair of new programs and then randomly assign the program. If the.
school or the school district has agreed to take the one that it is assigned 'of
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the two, and if the school is offered some financial support for it, then the
school will be encouraged to institute the program assigned to it, If it is a
vat success, compared to its competitor, very likely others will want it,
too.

We need to make clear here that it is not necessary to press distasteful
experiments down the throats of reluctant schoolboard members. Experi-

. mentation can be a most attractive thing, and most of what are regarded as
the best schools do experimentation in the sense of innovation. But usually
only in the sense that Ptinceton's Harold Cutliksen deprecates when he
says, 'They didn't use boy controls because it was only an experiment.'

Experimentation, then, is not distasteful but attractive when properly
considered. It is not necessary for us to impose new treatments on some
schools and withhold them from others. We can in principle offer new treat.
menu to many schools in the same experimental system. It is only necessary
that a reasonable number of institutions be willing to institute eith:r one of
a pair of programs.

Naturally, we are not proposing that there be largescale experiments
don on programs that have not been carefully worked out and that don't
have promise. We all understand that new therapies have their preliminary
tryouts before moving into practical programs. What we are pressing is that
when they move into largesc ale use, they be assessed, given a fair chance to
show their worth, and expanded if they work, revised if they don't.

Educational Goals
In improving the atmosphere for educational experimentation, we will

find ourselves regimented in a different way..We hose to know just what it
is that we want improved. The ambitious goal of creating a modern version
of the Renaissance Man is not going to be successfully met by any program.
If we want something betterthan we have now, we need to specify it and
key our program to accomplishing it. (See Henry Dyer's article.) We sel-
dom make progress of much account in unexpected directions. It is hard
enough to make gains in directions we are working toward. If we want
verbal facility improved, then we should make that clear and concentrate
on that. If we want to combat prejudice, then let's make very clear what it is
that we want taught and see how effective we are at communicating it. If we
teach Latin in hope that it will improve our English vocabulary, then we
must spend plenty of time on this latter.aspect, and we can expect less Latin
to be learned. Similarly, let's not teach logic or mathematics to discipline
our minds, let's teach mathematics in hope that the student will learn
mathematics. Perhaps team sports can teach the need for teamwork. Con-
strue nothing in the above to suppose that the authors have any specific
subject or goal they wish to push as far as the general experimental pro-
gram is concerned: rather, we are discussing some of the atmosphere that is
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required if we are to try to develop a systematic effort at improving schools.
We believe that experimentation maybe part of the oaswer

Dyer discusses the educational goals net by a commission for the Com-
monwealth of Pennsylvania. The general attitude is that every stueent
should make the most of himself in every pr,sible direction. Without re-
striction, this net of geniis is not achievable. Civen the limitations of the t4
hour day, no one can make the most of himself in many directions. The
most that he can hope to is to achieve some minimum goals in a number
of desirable directions and then distribute the rest of his effort in ways that
he, his parents, his teacher, the school, the state, and the nation find reward-
ing.

Setting many desirable maxima makes it hard to know what program
might possibly lead to achievement of the goals. A weknown mathemati-
cal theorem gates that one cannot ordinarily maximize two or more vari-
ables simultaneously. Consequently, it would be vain to hope to maximize
the achievement of each child in several different subjects. If we net mini-
mum standards to be achieved by each group, we can offer goals capable of
achievement, while leaving time for individual preferences and excellences.

The Hawthorne Effect
Some will have heard of the Hawthorne effect and be worried about it

in the presence of all the innovations being discussed. Since this is the most
widely cited effect in the field of social science according to David Sills,
editor of the new International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, let us
taken moment to deal with it. It is true that if a program is introduced and
if people like the idea of participating in the experiment, then they will re-
spond well. That Is, people respond well to attention. This effect, apart from
any intended effect of the program itself, is called the Hawthorne effect. It is
analogous to the placebo effect in medicine which is the relief given the pa-
tient by a pill or a treatment having no medicinal value. The existence of
these effects is well dncumented and at least in the case of the placebo has
been frequently measured with repeatable results on many populations of
patients. Beecher ( tq39) reports about 35 percent of patients were satis-
factorily relieved of severe postoperative wound pain by a placebo, and
similar percentage were relieved of other discomforts in other conditions
(headache, pain from angina pectoris, cough, cold, anxiety and tension).
What then shall we say of experimental programs subject to such effects?
We say that it is important that they be compared with competing experi-
mental programs. Then the portion having to do with the Hawthorne effect
will presumably be somewhat comparable.

SUMMARI% The United States has rarely studied the educational process
at a national level. Consequently, when the Coleman Retort offered, on
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large scale, measures of performance for various groups of pupils, educa-
tional critics, both pro and con, attacked this fresh meat enthusiastically,
having little else to get their teeth into. Although the Coleman Report gives
a fine start by illustrating the need for and value of large-scale investiga-
dans, we must think of it as a first studynot last, not definitive.

After figuring out what immediate actions may be sensible in view of
the Coleman Report, we must resolve not to freeze these policies but to
prepare for the long run by mounting systematic large-scale research pro-
grams. Furthermore, we can begin thinking of research, including experi-
mentation, in education as a necessary continuing process, just as it is for
many other important national institutions.

If we are to improve the educational system, we need to acquire a
different attitude toward experimentation and to develop new facilities for
large-scale experimentation. We do not have such facilities now. Inevitably
many experimental programs will fail because the gain from improving a
program is small compared to that from starting it. Nevertheless, if we
want to improve educational methods we shall need experimental evalua-
tion, the more so because few new programs will make material improve-
ments. At the same time we must clarify our goals, since we can hardly
expect that any program will improve many aspects of a school's educa-
tional output.
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Senator MONDALE. Is that out of California?
Mr. OrriNA. California is included. It is more than Calilornia.
Senator MONDALE. That is about a year old, is it not?
Air. WEINBERGER. Yes, I think it is April 1972.
Senator MONDALE. Now, as I understand it, we also spend under the

President's budget about $1.5 billion through this particular critical
mass strategy, is that correct? Is that about right?

Mr. OTTINA. $1.5 billion.
Senator MONDALE. Exclusive of handicapped and vocational re-

habilitation support services?
Mr. liVEINBERGER. Right.
Senator MONDALE. That would reach roughly, I guess, about 55 per-

cent of the estimated need. Suppose you get $11/2 billion and you have
'an estimated 71/2 million children who need the help, how does your
bill make the decision as to who is going to get the money?

Mr. WEINBERGER. It utilizes these formulas that we have described
and the new census data to pick out the approximately two-thirds of
the children in that area who will have this additional Federal fund-
ing behind them. This is not to say, as someone who did not listen care-
fully might imply from your question, that the other children are not
(rating anything. They certainly are. What this is is special extra
additional Federal funding for approximately two-thirds of the total
who would be eligible under these formulas. The formula we would
use would be a formula which attempts to findto look at the size
of the family, to look at the income, of course, to look at the number
of other factors, such as geographical location, the employment with-
in that area, a whole range of other matters that we have not previ-
ously considered in trying to interpret----

Senator MONDALE. Who would decide within a State how that new
title I type money is going to be allocated?

Mr. WEINBERGER. We would have the formulas which the State
would apply.

Senator MONDALE. I think you have a chart on that.
Mr. OTTINA. Actually the formula itself would, as yon say, decide

because the State is required under this plan to first find all of the
priority districts and that would be those districts which meet one of
these two criteria ; namely, 5,000 children who are defined in this
category.

Senator MONDALE. Let me take the first step. How much, for
example, does Connecticut get? Does it get the ratio of $11/2 billion
that the educationally and disadvantaged children from 'Connecticut
bear to the total population?

Mr. Orram. With one p. roviso, that is, that the dollar amount aver-
age expenditures is taken into account, so that there would be a prora-
tion affecting not only numbers but dollars spent.

Senator MONDALE. That is caldrdated on the basis of whattwo-
thirds? It is half of what they spend or two-thirds of the national
average, whichever is higher?

Mr. arriNA. Two thirds of what they spend or two thirds of the
national average, 35 percent of two-thirds of the National average,
whichever is higher.

Mi. WEINBERGER. The figures we have in Connecticut, Senator, are
that they would get $13,063,000 under the existing law in 1973, and
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they would get $13,263,000 under the Better Schools Act in fiscal year
1974.

Senator MONDALE. Would you submit a State-by-State breakdown
for the record?

Mr. WEINBERGER: We had already agreed to do that.
[The information subsequently supplied follows :]
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TITLE I LOW-INCOME CHILDREN (UNDER $2,000 ON 1960 CENSUS OR OVER $2,000 ON AFDC (1973))

State

Total
low-income

children
(thousands)

Over $2,000
on AFDC

(thousands)

AFDC as per-
cent of

total

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado

246. 5
10. 1
58. 1

150.0
796.7

73. 1

1. 1
4. 7

17. 6
0

561. 0
37. 3

0
46.5
30. 2
0

70. 4
51. 0

Connecticut 7L 5 47.1 65.9
Delaware 14.2 5. 7 40. 1
Florida 172. 6 25. 5 14. 8
Georgia 289.5 46. 0 15. 9
Hawaii 23. 1 13. 9 60. 2
Idaho 19.3 6.6 34. 2
Illinois 430.0 270.4 62.9
Indiana 134.0 51. 1 38. 1
Iowa 103.6 29. 1 ')n. 1
Kansas 65. 3 23. 0 35. ?.
Kentucky 229. 8 32. 3 14. 1
Louisiana __ 223.6 18. 8 E.4
Maine 40. 2 19. 7 49. 0
Maryland 120.7 59. 4

-
49. 2

Massachusetts 170.9 118.7 69.5
Michigan 327. 0 194. 1 59. 4
Minnesota 127.4 45.1 35.4
Mississippi 256.3 0 0
Missouri 166.8 37.1 22. 2
Montana 20. 4 5. 6 27. 5
Nebraska 51.3 15.8 30.8
Nevada 6.3 2.4 38.1
New Hampshire 14.1 6.7 47.5
New Jersey 239.2 170.9 71.4.
New Mexico 52.8 14.0 26.5
New York 812. 1 566.0 69.7
North Carolina 367. 9 39. 1 10. 6
North Dakota 29.3 5: 2 17.7
Ohio 301. 7 137. 8 45. 7
Oklahoma 118. 8 30. 4 25.6
Oregon 54.1 26. 3 48. 6
Pennsylvania 438.6 246.9 56.2
Rhode Island 31.4 18.3 58, 3
South Carolina 213. 0 4. 6 2. 2
South Dakota 39. 0 6. 5 16. 7
Tennessee 223.1 0 . 0
Texas 483.8 79. 3 16. 4
Utah 27.7 15. 0 54. 2
Vermont 14. 8 6. 3 42. 6
Virginia 224.9 50.1 22.3
Washington 92. 4 53.5 57.9
West Virginia 123.6 14.5 .11.7
Wisconsin 112.0 46.7 41.7
Wyoming 7.9 2.2 27.8
District of Colpmbia 55.5 39.6 71.4

Total 8, 400. fACI. 0 3, 300, 000.0 39. 3
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ALLOCATIONS FOR EDUCATION OF DISADVANTAGED

Un thousands]

State

Title (-
Current Better Schools

allocation Title I- Act-
fiscal year Updated . Disadvantaged

1973 minus allocation earmark
handicapped current proposed
set - aside- formula- formula-
1966 census 1970 census 1970 census

Alabama_
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

37, 500
2, 781

10, 413
23, 122

126, 309

20, 028
4, 302

11, 745
11, 958

161, 948

37, 392
4, 269

15, 012
21, 314

122, 037
Colorado 12,167 14,843 13,887
Connecticut 13, 063 18, 190 13, 319
Delaware 2, 918 3, 820 4,152
Florida 34, 727 37, 126 53, 354
Georgia 43, 818 28, 259 45, 414
Hawaii 4, 068 4, 944 4, 597
Idaho 3, 697 3, 911 3, 463
Illinois 74, 316 88, 191 " 71, 914
Indiana 20, 537 21, 689 23, 166
Iowa 16,184 11,154 14,920
Kansas 10,247 10,673 12,180
Kentucky 34, 353 20,233 28, 652
Louisiana 33, 883 28, 625 52, 018
Maine 6, 330 6,773 6, 174
Maryland 21, 668 26, 204 27, 636
Massachusetts 26, 521 35, 666 25, 037
Michigan 59, 373 69, 609 51, 345
Minnesota 23, 883 19, 604 23, 835
Mississippi 39, 299 20, 167 35, 963
Missouri 25, 392 21, 334 29, 923
Montana 4, 125 4,027 4, 803
Nebraska 7, 942 6, 922 8, 893
Nevada 1,228 1,754 1,888
New Hampshire 2,294 2,958 2,641
New Jersey 48, 987 64, 704 42, 336
New Mexico 9, 148 9, 468 13, 304
New York 213, 429 272, 966 187, 523
North Carolina 56, 781 , 31, 399 45, 742
North Dakota 5,127 3, 757 4, 496
Ohio_ 46, 538 54, 278 49, 993
Oklahoma 18, 654 15, 104 18, 313
Oregon 11, 071 13, 524 12, 380
Pennsylvania 69, 630 78, 028 '66,405
Rhode Island 5,261 6,428 5,588
South Carolina 32, 886 16, 898 28, 446
South Dakota 6,033 4,122 5,822.
Tennessee 34,233 17,756 33,695
Texas 87, 258 74, 322 101, 908
Utah 4, 640 5, 620 4, 899
Vermont 2, 506 2, 962 2, 501
Virginia 35, 203 26, 018 37, 957
Washington 16, 081 20, 822 17, 177
West Virginia 19, 394 10, 729 16, 415
Wisconsin 19, 161 21, 146 23, 671
Wyoming 1, 562 1, 721 2,134
District of Columbia 11, 185 14, 347 10, 382
All others 47, 155 46, 989 46, 091

Total 1, 524, 061 1, 530, 000 1, 536, 371

Senator MONDALE. Also including anticipated allocations under
your proposal and for the next, say, 2 years, so we can get a picture
of the next census data---7--

Mr. WEINBERGER. This is the 1970 census date we would be using.
'Senator MONDALE. All right. Give us the amount that was given

under the last year under title I "and the amount that would go to
the States under the first year of this program using the 1970 census..
Can that be done ?

Mr. MARLAND. As you will recall Dr. Ottina's testimony, that 1974
would be at 100 percent of 1973 and 1975 would be the year that a
formula would take over, if that is agreeabie.
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Senator MONDALE. Could we have :1:975 too so we can see how the
new formula works?

Mr. WEINBERGER. 1975 of course you would have to assume what,
your total is going to be for 1975, and the 1975 figure that we give
you would have to assume an existing total.

Senator MONDALE. Is there a Presidential budget request for 1975 ?
Mr. WEINBERGER. No.
Senator MONDALE. Do you have something that you could work on

as a guestimate?
Mr. OrrINA. May I suggest perhaps we could use 1974 without hold

harmless.
Senator MONDALE. That would be fair.
Mr. MARLAND. That would be a more true and measurable figure.
Mr. WEINBERGER. That is the one I used in giving you Connecticut,

and in Minnesota it also goes up.
Senator MONDALE. That is the State allocation. How is this

broken down then between districts within 11 State? You have a for-
mula which would prefer school districts with concentrations of 5,000
or more ?

Mr. Orrmu. 5,000 or 15 percent or more, yes, sir.
Senator MONDALE. Isn't that like the Murphy amendment? We

adopted the Murphy amendment but applied it to everything over $11/2
billion of which there was nothing.

Have you got this broken clown within a State -like Minnesota and
other States so We could see how this money would flow ? I think our
concern is we felt that under the 5,000 formula--7even though it makes
a lot of sense, fully fundedthere are a number of States with pre-
dominantly rural districts that cannot get up to this and that in many
of our States much of the propert3, is found in smaller rural
comi Liunities.

Mr. WEINBERGER. The 15 percent. I thiuir_ takes care of this concern,
-Senator. .

Mr. 0=11%m. We do have some preliminary indications of the. State
of Minnesota.

Senator MoNDALE. If we could get some tables on that.
Mr...WEINBERGER. I think we have some early returns, and we would

be glad to produce those. Eventually we will have a full breakdown
for each school district. It is quite a task, but we are I think able" to
provide some preliminary data.

Senator Mo-Nom.E. We spent about a week thrashing this around
when We, marked up title I last tithe, and it was a very long and arduous
stru rrgl

Mr. WEINBERGER. it can be done.
[The 'information referred to had not been supplied when this hear-

ing volume went to press.]
Senator MONDALE. If We can see the figures, it would give us a chance

to see what you propose to do.
What. is the 71/9 million estimated need based on ? I assume it is some

BLS figure: What is that figure?
Mr. OrrrivA. It is based upon the definition which I referred to

earlier, which is the Orshansky definition of poverty. using, the 1970
census data. It takes into account, as I commented earlier the number
of children in a family as well as accounting for a rural and urban
differential.
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Senator MONDALE. Is that basically $4,000 for a family of four?
Mr. MAar,Axn. Basically $4,000 for a family of four in an urban

location.
Senator Moximr. Von have in there what appears to be alternative

distribution based, I assume, upon testing of children who are under-
achieving, regardless of economics. Have I got that right?

Mr. Mlii,ANn. .Nol, quite, but almost. The'formula which Dr. Ottina
displayed calls primarily for distribution to States, and that estab-
lishes the State's revenues under this program, based upon Orshansky.
Once the State receives its money, there may be ways other than Or-
shansky for distributing it if they wish to use those other ways. One
way that lies been suggested

Senator MoNnAr,E.Who deckles that, the State?
Mr....MARLA ND. The State.
Mr. OTTINA. Let me correct one aspect. Our present proposal as it

now stands requires distribution from the State to the local education
agency. The ,discretion takes place at local education agency level, as
it distributes among, schools in the district. There is an alternative; the
scheme such as Dr. Marland was suggesting, where you might change
that philosophy and apply that at the State level.

Senator MONDALE. I think that is what Congressman Quie has been
talking about, an economic formula combined with a formula of under-
achievement

Mr. WEINBERGER. His idea is, Senator, that you do not find educa-
tional disadvantaged co-extensive with poverty areas, that you get
some educationally disadvantaged people who may come from very
wealthy regions, and he wants

disadvantaged
do it on an education testing basis.

Senator MONDALE. Does your formula permit a State or local school.
district to in effect ignore the poverty income formula and substitute,
for it a test of some kind to determine underachievement and distribute
all of its money on that -basis instead?

Mr. MARLANE. Let me correct what I stated a moment ago, that
responds again to that, I think. The State receives the money accord-
ing to poverty index. The State distributes that money-to local school
districts on that poverty index, but at that point Our proposal would
afford the local school districts other than the poverty index the means
for distributing those moneys provided they accomplish the .concen-
trations that we are asking for.

Senator MONDALE. In other Words, the money that kschool district
gets is based on the economic formula, but that schdol district can
decide to change the distribution of services within the school district
in the way that it delivers services for children who, under testing,
prove to be underachieving, regardless of economic standards.

Mr. MARLAwo. That is correct, or any other acceptable formula to
the Secretary. We hold with all respect to Mr. Quie's proposal, that
there will be a. high correspondence between 'poverty and low achieve-
ment, and that our evidence so far would push us that way:

.Yet we can say in some communities there may be very good reasons
for using educationally low level students as criteria for the distribu-
tion,- which would be allowed.

Mr..WEINBERGER. We *think Congressman ,Quie has an interesting
point, and will consider it. not only consider it, but are in discussions
With him about ways of doing it.



362

Senator MONDALE. Are you working testing procedures--
Mr. WEINBERGER. That is one of the problems.
Senator MONDALE. As I understand your alternative distribution

program, have you defined it in a way
Mr. WEINBERGER. Four States, as I understand it, have some kind

of pro.grams underway. There is a reading factor which certainly
comes into it, .a simple achievement factor, ability to learn, these thincrs
can be measured reasonably well. Dr. Mar land has more .details on 61.t.

Mr. MARLit ND. This is indeed as the Secretary says part of the prob-
lem of having what might appear at first glance to be a Federal testing
system:

We do not propose that, Senator. We do propose that there be some
leeway at the local level for that board of education, for that com-
munity to determine how it shall distribute those moneys, provided it
does meet the criteria we are asking, namely, critical mass effect on
the slow learners or nonachievers.

Senator MONDALE. Could you submit for the record as precisely as
you can what kind of conditions you might require of a school district
which determines to spend its money in that alternative way?

Mr. WEINBERGER. Yes, we can.
Senator HATHAWAY. I wonder if you would yield. Do you mean a

local schOol division could get $20,000 distributed under the economic
aspect of the formula, and then take the four lowest achievers and give
them $5,000 apiece? You said they could distribute money on the basis
of achievement tests, but it does not say where along the achievement
Scale they have to draw the line. Could they give the $20,000 to one
child?

Senator MoNOALE. That would be critical mass.
Mr. WEINBERGER. We think that there can be developed along the

lines that Congressman Quie is talking about the ability to utilize
a testing formula to determine whether there are any substantial
amounts of educationally disadvantaged among people who are not
economically disadvantaged. We certainly would feel that the largest
number of the educationally disadvantaged, are people who are in the
poverty areas, and we would not want to dilute all of the available
Federal funds designed to reach this specific group by any set blanket
sort of application.

We do think. there is a high degree of correspondence, between eco-
nomic status,and educational achievement, but, I also think that Con-
gressman Quie has iti point that there may well be some situations in
which a person who is not economically disadvantaged is educationally
disadvantaged.-,The point that I made to him in the House hearing is
that a person from ,a .,,Family. of that kind has more of an ability to do
something about it,. 'and therefore is less in need of the Federal
reinforcement.

Senator MONDALE. The only thing, you see, this is a fundamental
new theory being ingrafted on the old title I theory, which would per-
mit a whole different way of allocating funds. I think the committee
would want to know as precisely as possible what standards you would
establish and what kind of critcal mass minimums or ceilings you
might establish. We have had some of these problems in Indian edu-
cation, where some Indian school . districts, with White and Indian
kids, have gotten money, and. spent it on the other side of town.
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You could have a theoretical situation,I do not think it would hap-
pen in most caseswhere the school district would be dominated by the
better part of town, would get money, based on the poor kids, and then
spend it on some Other formula. on the other side.

Mr. WEINBERGER. The point that has to be kept in mind, that is the
point that Congressman Quie made, is that it is not technically a pro-
gram for the economically disadvantaged. It is a program for the edu-
cationally disadvantaa6ed. He makes the point that there is not neces-
sarily any correspondence. We are trying to work with him to see if
there is not some kind of testing we can develop.

But, as I said, the point I made to him, and I think it is a valid
point, is that if there is in the person who is not economically dis-
advantagedif there is an educational disadvantage- -that person is
better able to do something about it than someone who comes from a
poverty area. So there is more of a justification for putting more em-
phasis on this aspect of the program. That is what we, are trying to do.

Senator MONDALE. If we could have a definition, as precise as ,you
could make it, I think we would all like to look at it. Maybe we could
obtain some computer printouts -about how it might. work if that is
possible.

Mr. MARLAND. We AvP I try to respond to that, Senator Mondale. Let
me offer the concern that this of course has not -yet reached the point
of drafting regulations forit. We would still be speculating as to a
general idea as distinct from a specific formulation, and I am reluc-
tant to overpromise. i u response to your request..We will giVe you all
we can in terms of our perception of this alternative at. the local level.

In other words, we may not have useful printouts for you promptly
that can make this as clear as we would like it to be at this stage.

Senator MoNimix. I nave already taken more time than I should. I
will just state as a proposition that I think there are many of those
spe,..ific titles than you propose to terminatelike title V and the
libraries prograin and some of the others, handicapped, bilingual edu-
ction,. follow-through, et

have
been remarkably successful,

and I hope that you would have somo willingness to compromise with
the committee as you take a look at that.

Mr. OrrINA. In your deliberation you named two programs which
are not proposed, bilingual education and follow through.

'Senator MONDALE. But there are cuts proposed in those programs.
Mr. OrrINA. Not in bilingual education.
Mr. MARLAND. Bilingiatl education, is not included in this program.
Senator MoNDALE. &Mention is cut, right?
Mr. MARLAND. N o.
Senator :tioNoALE. Unless you count emergency school aid.
Mr. MARIAN.). No, sir. Emergency school aid would be an add-on.
Senator MONDALE. Forty -one to thirty-five
Mr. OrrINA. There has never been an appropriation for $41 million

in the program.
SenaterMoNuaLE. In the continuing resolution there is $41 million,

and you are proposing a cut to $35 million.
Mr. IITEINBERUER. Our basic difference is that the current -level of

spending, which we believe our budget request does not constitute a
cut, viewing that,---
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Senator MoNDALE. That is the question of whether you are bound
by what we. think the law is or what you claim it is.

In any event, there is a lot of kids out there, that need education
who are not getting it.

Mr. MARLAND. There will be a very significant add-on to which-
ever level by the effect of emergency school aid resources

Senator MoNDALn. How much 'ESAA money is going to be spent
for bilingual education?

Mr. Orms-A. Approximately $10 million.
Senator MoNDALF.. Has any of it been spent yet for- bilingual educa-

tion?
Mr. OrriNA. We are in the process of receiving applications now.
Mr. MA RLA ND. Regulations have just been completed and in circula-

tion and adoption.
Senator MONDAI One final point. .I have heard runiors--I would

like to believe, they arc trueL--that the Indian Education Act money
is going to be released soon.

Mr. WEIN BERGER. There has been no decision, Senator. The current
recommendation of the budget is on what we are proposing at the
moment.

Senator MoNDALE. Do you think there might be a chance that thatinoney
Mr. WTEINBERGER. I hesitate to speculate about any of these.matters.

I think at the moment the safest and most accurate thing to say is
we are proceeding on the initial recommendation the President made
in January.

Senator MONDALE. It is such a teeny-weeny little program. Couldn't

Mr. WEINI3ERGER. There are so many small programs that When you
acid them all up, they get to be $11 billion in no time.

Senator MONDALE. If we Could just have $18 million for those
Indian kids in public schools. We passed that bill 51 to nothing, did
we not, Peter?

Mt. WEINBERGER. The point about that program of course is that
the recommendation for rescission of it from the President was not
based entirely on a savings or fiscal reason. It was based on the fact
that it duplicates a great many other programs and authorities that
enable that kind of work to be done elsewhere.

Senator MoNomx, That is not what we found, but thank you very
much.

Senator PELL. Senator Dominick.
Senator DOMINICK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary, Um.% got a few comments to make to start with and
then questions.

First of all I think I should say that I am in full accord with
the fact that we should decentralize this categorical ystem and get
it clown into revenue sharing as soon as we Can. I wonder, however,
if we are in fact accomplishing that goal under this bill. It seems
to me that what we are doing instead is to .simply take 30 categorical
grant programs and make them.; into five categorical grant programs,
which is of course better than 30, but it still aaves a lot to be desired
insofar as local autonomy is concerned.
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I wonder if we are not going to get into the same trouble, the same
supervision, the same number of applications, the same number of
aldits and so on, in order to find out what each district is doiLfro- in
order to comply with these complex programs.

Mr. WEINBERGER. Do you want me to comment?
Senator DOMINICK. Yes.
Mr. WEINBERGER. I do not think we are. I would agree with you

that there is farther to go and nobody should be alarmed that we have
given up all the categorical programs, because there are about an-
other 34 after these 32 that can be dealt with in future legislation.

But I think it is important to bear in mind a. few points about
this, Senator. There would be five broad areas, as you say. This would
be a change from the 32 narrow areas that there are now. But there
are a. lot of other factors that should be considered.

In the first place, no application form would be required, no grant
application, no time wasted in applying for these funds, no time
lost in waiting for Federal Government to make up its mind or suggest
revisions. There would be no matching funds required. The ,audit
would not be in any sense comparable to, burdensome, or time con-
suming as present practices. For the most part we would probably
pursue the procedures we use on general revenue sharing and accept
a State audit subject to some checking of that to satisfy ourselves
that it was being adequately audited.

We would have a considerable amount of flexibility within most of
these five categories. For example, something like, I think it is eight
or nine programs that would be collapsed into the fifth area here,
supporting services and materials, and there would be 100 percent
freedom to move those dollars around in any other portion of the
bill except impact aimed, that the local school people felt was desirable.

Senator DOMINICK. That is the supporting services section ?
Mr. WEINBERGER. Yes. So you would have fthink a very consider-

able improvement. I will grant you that it is not taking all the Fed-
eral funds that go for ediiCation and saying to the States and local
school districts, here it is, spend it on everything you want. That is
perhaps the final version or ultimate version or extreme version or
radical version, whatever. But it is a considerable improvement over
the existing system of 32 programs for which detailed applications
have to be made and a great many other requirements have to be com-
plied with, and then a long delay while we. review it, and a consider-
able amount of uncertainty.

Under this bill each State would know almost from the beginning
how much they were going to get and when they were going to get it,
which is, I think, a real adVantage.

Mr. Kurzman reminds me also that there is an advanced funding
provision in the bill which again wonld get the dollars out sooner and
remove more of the uncertainty.

Senator iDo-mimic. This, of course, is one of the things which bogs
down every education administrator, in the country. They never know
what they are going to get until after the time when they have made
up their budget and have already started.

Now, when you say advanced funding, What do you Mean ?
Mr. WEINBERGER. Essentially what you mean is that in this fiscal

year the appropriation would be made for use in the next fiscal year
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or the next school year, and the actual way it. %,nld work out would
be to authorize appropriation of funds-

Senator DOMINICK. Let's give some fignrr -. Assuming we pass this
. bill, which I presume is for fiscal year 1974, then what are we talking
about in the way of school vears?

Mr. WEINBERGER. It will' start, next year because of
Senator Domixicic What do you mean by next, year?
Mr. WETNBERGI":. Next fiscal year. It would start in appropriations

made in 1974 for 1975, the advanced funding provision. This bill.
as was said in its largest element, the disadvantaged, provides for hold
harmless, so that in fiscal 1974 a school district-, would get not less tha-,
it gets in 1973. When the time came for the appropriations

Senator DOMINICK. Does that mean for the entire school year start-
ino. in September 1974 and going through

Mr. WEINBERGER. That is what I understand.
Senator DOMINICK. Going through the end of the school year 1975. is

that correct?
Mr. MARLAND. End of school year in calendar 1974.
Senator DoMINICK. In other words it only takes in one-half year?
Mr. WEINBERGER. It takes in a full school year.
Mr. MARLAND. The 100 percent hold harmless would apply for a full

academic.year starting next September.
Mr. WEINBERGER. The academic year would start in September.

academic and fiscal years would end in June. There would be a full
hold harmless for that period for the biggest portion of this bill, the
disadvantaged amounting to $1.005 million.

Then in the following year, we would hope, the formula would be
in place, and the advanced funding provision would then take effect.
This is all designed i o remove, uncertainty and delays so that right now,
if the act were in place, a school district would have certain knowledge
of when it would get the funds. It wcnild have a very good idea of how
much, depending on the actual budget total. It would not have to
make any application.

It would know it was not o.goin to be rejected. It would know it
would riot have to make revised plans or employ a lot, of people to
pursue the matter.

Senator DOMINICK. This I would presume would be based upon
when the appropriations committee goes to work on this particular
situation.

Mr. WEINBERGER. Inevitably.
Mr. MARLAND. I think that is an important point because many

people view this as a ill:tiding bill, and it indeed is not meant to be a
funding bill. It is intended to be a greatly improved and more efficient
delivery system for whiitever Congress may appropriate through the
appropriations committees. .

Senator DOMINICK. The point I am making is that if an appropria-
tions committee, as has happened in the past and I am not blaming
them for it, shonld decide what the appropriations are in October, by
that time the school budgets are in total "discombobulation."

Mr. WEINBERGER. That is not an unknown condition right now.
Senator DoMINICK. I know it.'
Mr. WEINBERGER. What we are trying to do with this is at least have

formula allocations and procedures all in place so that when that mo-
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meat comes and the educational amount. is determined by the Con-
0.ress then it would flow completely. automatically. At the moment that
is the beginning of the process, not the end of it.

Senator DOMINICK. Now I noticed in your impacted aid bill that
you have taken mare of only impactCd "A" students. This means those
whose families live on the base, go to school on the base.

Mr. WEIN' BERGER. It.is where the parents both live and work on the
base and therefore do not contribute to the property tax base.

Senator DOMINICK. IS there any provision in the bill to take care
of any of the problems of "B" students, in other words; those whose
parents work on the base, but live off base, where a district was
heavily impacted?

Mr. WniNnEitoEit. No, sir. The bill simply reflects a. basic earlier
Presidential decision to eliminate the impact aid program for "B"
students.
. Senator DOMINICK. That procedure, I Must say, I am going to con-
test this very strenuously and will be putting a bill in to try and change
the formula a little. bit, to take care of the problems we, have in
.Colorado. But it does seem to me in areas which are adjacent to, for ex-
ample, a military base, which is remaining in existence; there is a con-
centration of a great number of relatively low-income families.-and
relatively low housing and no possibilities as far as I can see of get-
ting enough money ni that district, to take care of them. I know this
is true in Colorado and a great.many places.

. Mr. WnixiiEnoeu. There are some such in California and elsewhere.
Senatdr Pell; linioment ago I think, suggested one of the ways around
this and that is simply to clOse the baSe. [Laughter.]

Senator DommcK. That i. an interesting concept. W(;.cOuld cloSe
all of them that way and get away from "A". ancl':x",B" student .

p rob iems.
Most of the school people .I have talked to think this impacted

being as it is a general discretionary:. fund,. really has been enor
mously helpful to thein.

Mr. WEINBERGER. I know of no school person who has been anything
but strongly in favor of impact aid, especially if they come from
impacted areas. Educationally, programatically speaking, I think it
is not sensible to give extra money for education simply because, there
happens to be a Federal base nearby.

Senator Dommicx, I do not agree with you on that at all, for a
variety of reasons, one of which being that they did not ask all these
people to come in to start with. It was imposed because of the national.
need and this of course is really.biisie

Mr. WEINBERGER. The administration proposal is to continue the A
category support 7,,71iere there is a real problem with the property tax
baSe, where the pt-fmts both live and work On the base and therefore
donot contribute to the property tax, not being a property owner.

Bid for the B program, the fact that there are sound reasons for ter-
minating it is exemplified by the fact that so far as I know every Presi-
dent. since President'Truman, which is when the program started, has
tried to abolish it.

Senator Dommck: I understand that, too. I would say to you again
though that this is because they would like to use the money in pro-
grammatical areas, and categorical grants out of Washington, which is
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one thing from which I have been trying to get away. In other words.
this is more like a general aid program than any other single program
that I know of and it has worked quite well.

Mr. WEINBERGER. We are trying to eliminate and not use it. for the
categorical programs, so you might say we have gone half way with
You,7Senator.

Senator DOMINICK. Let me ask you a couple of other questions. eni
the vocational education program, as outlined in your proposed legisla-
tion, I gather that the vocational education program would come out of
what amounts to about 40 percent of the remainder after the, disadvan-
taged category is satisfied, is that correct?

Mr. OITINA. That is correct.
Senator DOMINICK. I guess it is less than half.
Mr. WEINBERGER. The amount we would have earmarked ful. voca-

tional education under this Better Schools Act would be $443, millicn
as compared with $441 million in 1972, so that the amount earmarked
for vocational education would be the same, with just a slight increase.

Senator DOMINICK. Is it in fact. earmarked or is it included in some
other categories so that

Mr. WEINBERGER. Some of it is included under disadvantaged voca-
tional education and some of it under straight vocational education, but
the amount that would go for vocational education, both for the disad-
vantaged and otherwise, would come out the same or $2 million higher.

Mr. OrtiNA. If I may add to that, it i's earmarked for vocational
education with the proviso that up to 30.percent of it could be used for
other purposes..

Mr. MARLAND. Or could be added.to from other parts of the Better
-Schools Act.

Senator DOMINICK. Again let me get back to my basic .gue,sEon. The
vocational education amount as I understandin this bill is included in
a broad category from which aid.can be given to.one of three different
type areas, is that correct?

Mr.. OrriNA. The .actual amount for vocational ,education is a speci-
fied percent, so that of the approximately 40 percent of the total
appropriation remaining 43 percent of the amount must be for voce, -.
tional education with that proviso.

Senator DoittiNicK. That is what. I wanted-to know. I did not know
it was earmarked specifically. Assuming it is earmarked that specifi-
cally and everybody goes.along with it, and the full amount is appro-
priated, how does- that compare with the present aid to vocational
education?.

Mr. MARIANO. The figure that the Secretary just- furnished, about
$443 million is slightly. more than the 1972 level, Senator Dominick.

Senator l3pmixicK. I am, asking these questions because a great
number of people have been confused al--.!ut this bill and they do not
really realize what they are going to get out of it, and I think this is
helpful in delineating it.. What 1)kb:happened to the equal educational
opportunity bill that I so valiantly fou7A for last year and almost got
my throat cut in the process ?

Mr. WEINBERGER. Portions of of it are included in this, but the bulk
of it is planned to be funded separately and to be submitted as a
separate program.
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Senator DOMINICK. It will be a separate program over and be-yond
Mr. WEINBEROER. It would not be folded into this. It will be re-

submitted.
Senator DomiNicK. Would you be kind enough to give m', or have

Secretary Ma-viand give me, a list of the 30 categorical grant programs
that arc being folded into the BSA.

M;. WEINBERGER. Thirty-two; yes. I spoke a little too quickly. Title
I of that EE0..A. bill is included in the disadvantaged remark of this
bill, to get. this concentration of this critical mass and so on. But title
II through V of the act you are familiar with, will be reintroduced as
a separate bill presumably by the. Justice Department, and ESAA
program continues as a separate program, trynot ground inthis.

[The information subsequently supplied follows :]

r.
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Programs to be Consolidated
Vith Passage of Better Schools Act

Disadvantaged Earmark

local educational agencies (ESEA, Title I-A)
neglected and delinquent children (ESEA, Title I -A):
migratory children (ESEA, Title I-A)
incentive grants (ESEA, Title I-B)
grants for high concentrations of poor children

(ESEA, Title I-C)

Handicapped Earmark

grants to States (EHA, Part B)
set-aside, from Title I (Section 103 (a) (5) , ESEA)
set-aside from Title III (Section 305(b)(8), ESEA)
set-aside from Vocational Education (Section 122(c)(3),
VEA)

School Assistance in Federally Affected Areas Earmark

local educational agencies (Section 3, P.L. 81-874)
sudden and substantial attendance increases (Section
4. P.L. 81-874)

asGIstance for school operations in cases certain
disasters (Section 7, P.L. 81-874)

assistance for school construction in cases of
certain disasters (Section 16, P.L. 81-815) .

Vocational Education Earmark

State advisory councils (Part A, VEA)
State vocational education programs (Part B, VEA)
--disadvantaged set-aside

research grants to States (Part C, VEA)
exemplary programs and projects (Part D, VEA)
residential ,vocational education (Part E, VFA)
consumer and homeMaking education (Part F, VEA)
cooperative vocational education programs. (Part G, VEA)
work-study programs for vocational education stueents

(Part H, VEA)

Smith-Hughes Act.

Supporting Services Earmark

Title III, ESEA
National School Lunch Act .
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Page 2

Child Nutrition Act of 1966
nrants to States for Education (Sections 304-308

Adult Education Act)
Special programs relating to Adult Education for

Indians (Section 314 Adult Education Act)

The following programs were formerly included uriaer the
Education Special Revenue Sharing Act of 1971. The
President's Budget for FY 1974 proposes termination of
these programs, however, funds from the Supportive Services
Category may be used by the States to fund these activities.

Title II, ESEA
Title V, ESEA
Title III, NDEA
Education Professions Development Act (Part B-2)
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SeIlftt 01' DOMINICK. We had in that bill, as I remember. authoriza-
tion for about $1 billion extra. Do I understand that you would then
be coining up with a separate bill on that or is that extra billion
dollars considered to be folded into the disadvantaged?

Mr. OTTINA. Senator Dominifsk, the 1974 hadr has already been
submitted with a request for $271 million under the Emergency School
Aid Act. That is approximately the continuation level of what was
appropriated in 1972with a slight increase. The budget request is
already in for that.

Mr. MARLAND. I think the Senator would like to know what follows,
if anything, for EEOA?

Mr. OTTINA. For 1975 it would be the same year that 1. ihink your
.question would imply.

Senator DOMINICK. I am a rely bad -mathematician, but I want to
know if we add together the title I funds that we had last year and
the equal-education opportunity money, are we going to come out with
more or less authorized money.

Mr, &MINA. The authorization would come out the same, as I under-
stand it, except that the bill that .we are proposing here doeS not pro-
pose a specific authorization: The bill that is being proposed in the
Better . Schools Act says "such stuns as" rather than a specific
authorization.

Senator DOMINICK. That you will not get by me either.
Mr. Orl'INA. The request that we are talking about here would in

effect present the same amount of money in the 2 years.
Mr. WEINBERGER. There is not an authorization level stated in this

bill, Senator. What we are asking is the blanket or open authorization
lariat:U.0'e Of Snell SUMS

SenaTor.DomiNicK. You would not care if we put our own in?
Mr. WEINBERGER. We do care. we think high unnaturally inflated

authorizations do nothing but arouse false expectations that cannot
be realized and that there is a great deal wrong 'with putting them
in at these unnaturally high

We think there is a, better way. to go, and that is obviously the
reason we have recommended its to simply authorize:the amount that
may be necessary and then when we get to the appropriations process,
see what we have, what is left, and so forth and so on.

Senator DOMINICK. Mr. Secretary, I have only been here for 14
years, and I have never let a bill go through that way yet, and I am
not going to start.

Mr. 1A/EINBERGER. I understand there is a difference of opinion on
this point.

Senator DO3fINICK. If you can perhaps sometime let me know what
you think might be the range. for legitimate figures that you could
put into these programs. -

Mr. WEINBERGER. I suppose we 7ould recommend for 1974 the figure
of $2.7 billion, which is the amount that is planned to be spent for
it durina the fiscal year of 1974.

Senator DOMINICK. The reason that I suggested that is that I am
sure-you are going to have to come before the Appropriations Com-
mittee and request specific amounts on that, which presumably- would
amount up to about $2.7 billion.

Mr. WicPsnimaamt. Yes.
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Senator DomixicK. I think it would be helpful if we in this com-
mittee had a chance to take a look at those figures for authorization
levels, too.

Mr. WEL NIIIMER. As a general rule, Senator, we would recommend
that the authorization stay as close to the proposed spending program
as possible.

. Senator DOMIN I CK. I have no objection to that because I agree with
you that this committee in _particular from time to time has put in
unrealistic authorization levels.

I have a question here from Senator Javits which I will read and
then submit to you for an answer whenever you can.

New York Stateuthorities informed Senator Javits that the poverty
concentration factor in the administration's bill has the effect for
fiscal 1974 and fiscal 1975 ()fel iminating Federal education aid for dis-
advantaged in approximately 700 of New York State's local school
districts. Is this correct and how ninny school districts in New York
State would receive ski' assistance?

Mr. WEINBERGER. Of course, for 1974 it is obviously incorrect, because
there would be a hold harmless provision that would insure that
the amount remain substantially the same. The 1975 figures would
depend on the amounts appropriated at that time.
. Senator DOMINICK. Perhaps you could submit a little fuller answer
when you can.

Mr. Wu NnEncEit. We will.
Senator DoMi Irni. Yon and I have already discussed us to whether

this is revenue sharing or grant consolidation. We may differ on
semantics, but what you have done really is to take 32 programs and
turn them into five broad areas, is that cornet?

-Mr. WEI NIIEROER. That is correct. But we have done something more
titan that because we have eliniiiiitted the normal categorical apparatus
of applications, review, rejection, revision, delays, and matching funds,
and have simply said that in these five broad areas with considerable
flexibility between most of them, you may have this amount that the
formula grants you, and you will get it as soon as it is appropriated,
and there will be no question about it, nor any need for you to do any-.
thin°. other than receive it and disburse it in accordance with the terms
of the act, which is very broad discretionary authority.

Senator Dompzick. On this next question, I want to start out by
saying I'have no such concern,-but it.doeS seem to me that other peol-L-:
in the countryV6, have a concern about local and State agencies, as
to whether they will in fact maintain the priorities that we are trying
to establish here. My theory is that if they do not, people in the area can
throw them out-of office. So it is .real simple to get the people in that
you want, if you want to really work on it. But a lot of people do not,
feel that way.

Mr. Wramontom I think that is right. I feel. a lot of people do not
feel that way. I do. not think there is any justification for that feeling,
because we still retain the .obVions authority to withhold or to sue
for refunds or to bhick future payments in the event of any violation.
The -bill contains a rather substantial number of remedies for non.
compliance in section 12. I do not have any more worry about our
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ability to enforce the broad areas of Federal priority than 'I would
about the narrow areas of Federal priorities that are expressed in
the 3 programs.

But I -agree with you that there are some people who mistakenly
worry about these.

'Senator DOMINICK. I .gather under the bill -a Governor is going to
des_ ionate the administering agency ; is this correct?

Mr. WEINBERGER. No. Under the bill any State. that has a single
State agency designated to administer Federal education fundsand
I do not know how many do, but a great many do; I think Drs. Ottina
or Marland would know this agency would take over. In the absence
of that, the Governor would decide who administers the. State portion
of the funds..But at any time the. State wisheS'to designate a -single
State agency, that organization would take over.

The balance, of course, would be done by local educational authori-
ties.

Senator DOMINICK. Would you give me, for my own information
here, a little idea of how much is going to flow through to local areas
without the administering. agency or

going
Governor determining it?

Mr. OrmsTA. Actually, the impact aid of approximately $200 mil-
lion would flow through directly to local education agencies. The $75
million. that would. -be removed for the outlying territoricit all
would not go to the Statesand depending upon how your definition
of flowthiough is, as much as $11/2 billion could or could not flow
through.:

The State does haVe an opportunity to take a look at that program
and allocate it to the disadvantaged, for the migrants and for the
neglected and delinquent, but other than that, it has no authority to
retain funds, but must pc..ss it through the local education agencies on,.
the basis of the criteria that we are describing: So depending on how
you choose to call that, as much as $1.7 billion-plus-$1.8 billion plans.

Senator .DOMINICK. You leave got- 'quite broad. discretion here for
handicapped, vocational. education, supportive _services, and so on..
Who determines how much of the money that goes into the distriCts
are going to be spent on each one of these? Is that ,formula to remain
in effect in each of the local districts; namely, 16 percent for handi-
capped, 43 percent for vocational education, and so on ?

Mr. MARLAND. In the case of the items Dr. Ottina has enumerated
namely, impact aid and the disadvantaged-,-that determination is
made in the law, and those sums substantially pass through. By deSig-.
nating the single State air6ency, however, the uses of remaining funds,
once you nave taken that $1.8 billion right through to the local, would
have considerable discretion as to how the funds "re. soent.

FOr example, the handicapped may in certai, :,,nies already find .

a condition that is very well supported from Stat....iunds and the added.,
resources of this would not be as realistic as they would be in some
other area such as vocational education.

The State board of education, or whatever the authority is in that
instance, would then determine how the handicapped funds were to be
deployed. It' might well be-that some of those funds would remain in
experimental settings at the State level. The large share of them, I. am
sure, would go right through the loeal district tO-sustain special educe-
tion classes. But that would be discretionary.
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The same would be true of vocational education. Now in the case
of supporting services, that is entirely discretionary and would indeed
be used, I expect, by State authorities to carry-out some of the impor-
tant research and development that is now going on, carry out some of
the work in title III, carry out. sonic of the wort: in libraries, some of
the work that has been sustained by title V, but that would be up to the
States to judge how they wanted to use that money.

Therefore, the short answer to your question is about $1.8 billion is
not very discretionary with the States except as to reviewing com-
pliance with the law.

The remaining $1 billion would have considerable discretion within
State authority to deploy those moneys at a. State and/or local level.

Senator Dommticx. So as far as that chart is concerned, the No.-3
distribution among categories is concerned, by and large the State

Gagency and/or the Governor would be the ones to determine how much
of those funds would go into local districts ?

Mr. MARLAND. That is correct. I would have to say that. it would be
up to the Secretary of HEW, and that is where we get back to the.
Secretary's earlier testimony on compliance auditing, to make sure.
that those funds did reach those targets as the law may establish
them.

Senator Dammticx. I just want to be.sure on flexibility. As I under-
stand it,.under the handicapped, you have got 10 percent that could be
transferred outof that 16 percent of the fund

Mr. OrrirrA..Thirty percent for handicapped, 30 percent for voca-
tional education, 100 percent for supporting services..

Senator DOMINICK. You do have quite it lot of flexibility within each
State to determine what their basic needs are.

Mr. arrnsTA. Yes, sir.
Senator .DOMINICK. What type of review do you intend to see

whether the money is approximately carried out or properly used in
accordance with this law ?

Mr. WEINBERGER. Under-the pattern of general revenue sharing, we
have a situation in which, while it is still being developed and refined,
the basic idea is that the States would audit it and certify the ways in
which the funds have been spent. State fundsfunds have to be spent,
first of all, in accordance with a broad State plan, and we would have
their report on it, and we would have their report on the fact it had
been used for the broad basic purposes of the Act.. .

We would contemplate a spot check or simple audit of that, to insure
that their auditing procedures were adequate and that they were tell-
ing us 'the truth, and if we found that thiswas'not the case, we would
certainly have a very complete set of remedies. As far as the civil
rights provisions-are concerned, the fair labor standards and so on, all
of those would apply, and you would have the same basic procedures
and rules that you would have for allocation of any Federal funds,
highways or contract procedures, or anything of that kind.

There is actually an additional protection involved here in the anti-
discrimination provisions because we have added into this not only
the discrimination of the Civil Rights Act, but also discrimination
with respect to sex.
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Senator DommdK. 1)0 you, Mr. Secretary or. Secretary Mar land,
have any idea of how great a portion of the States have been using
general revenue-sharing funds for educational purposes ?

Mr. IVEricacuLr,R. I do not yet. Dr. Marl and may have.
Mr. MARL Nu. The evidence at this stage is very strongly supportive

of a tendenc7 to devote significant parts of general revenue sharing to
education. Some 12 States at our last count, had either acted. already
to devote large portions to education or were in the process of moving
legislation this spring to accomplish that end. There has been recent
effort, for example, in Oregon to assume full State funding for educa-
tion in that State in which they will draw heavily upon the resources
of general revenue sharing. Maryland is also moving in this direction.
Mississippi is moving in this direction. Georgia. is moving in this direc-
tion. I would acid that the evidence continues to come in, week by
week, to point out the States, particularly in responding to the Supreme
Court decision-affecting Rodriguez, instead of appearing to turn away
from State responsibilities, appear increasingly to be assuming those
responsibilities.

Senator DOMINICK. I am happy to hear that. I know our State is.
I wondered about some of the others..

Mr. OrriNA. If I might, we would be pleased to provide you with
a list of th.oe States. That is not to say the other 38 are not going,to.
They just have not taken action.

Senator Dommok. I think it would be helpful if you would.
[The information subsequently supplied follows:]
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12 GOVERNORS SEEK. REVENUE SHARING.
TO BOLSTER STATE EDUCATION PROGRAMS

NEWS- RELEASE
CONTACT: George Neill

RELEASE; Thursday a.m.
January 25

DENVER, Jan. 25 -- Governors in 12 states are urging that all or a

significant part of their state's portion of new federal revenue sharing funds

be targeted specifically to aid public education.

This is one of the 'findings of a survey of 44 states conducted by the

Education Commission of the States (ECS) in cooperation with the National

Association of State Education Department Information Officers.

. The ECS study disclosed that the governors.of Oregon, California, Utah,

Nevada and North Dakota have recommended to their legislatures that the total

portion available to the states go directly to education programs or that it

be split between direct aid to schools and indirect aid to schools through

property tax relief.

The governors of Montana, Georgia, Pennsylvania, Washington, Nws Jersey,

Ohio and Virginia have asked their legislatures to appropriate at eat

part of the new money directly to schools. Since ,. state legislatures will

be in session this year, the issue of what to do with the revenue sharing

money will become a major concern in numerous states during the next few weeks.

73-1



378

The PCS survey disclosed that governors in most states are remaining

noncommittal and leaving the decision to the legislatures or are recommending

that the money be placed in the state's general fund to bolster state

suppolt for all state services.

The new money, totalling $30.1 billion the next five yeari, comes

from President Nixon's general revenue sharing i:ol,ram which became law last

Oct. 20. Two-thirds of this amount goes to local governments and cannot be

used directly for education; one-third goes to the states, which can use it

any way they wish, including education. The White House goal: to give states

and local governments a share in federal revenue, thus beginning a shift of

decisionmaking away from Washington and giving the states and localities

more leeway in spending federal dollars.

ECS said Gov. Tom McCall wants the Oregon state share--$17 million

annually--to go entirely to the state basic school fund from which moneys

are allocated to local schoOl districts on a formula basis. The move is part

of McCall's plan to ease the property tax burden by shifting the operating

cost of elementary and secondary education to the state.

Gov. Ronald Reagan and the state legislature have already agreed to an

increase in 1973-74 of $561 million in state aid to CalLfornia's public

schools and the governor is proposing that tae state's estimated annual

portion of revenua million--be used for this purpose. Approxi-

. mately $234 million of the total boost will go for property tax relief and

the remainder will go for direct 'support of local school districts. The now

money will substantially increase the state's contribution to local education

and will boost the state's, share of school costs from 31 per cent to 40 per cent.

Gov. Reagan anticipates that use of revenue sharing will be used for this

purpose in future years, one of his aides told ECS.

Utah's Gov. Calvin L. Rampton wants his state's entire
IP
ortion of .

revenue sharing--$10.5 million, per year--to be allocated for the state's

rn
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Nevada's Gov. D. N. (Mike) O'Callaghan also wants his state's total

share--$3.8 million per year--for additional support for elementary and

secondary schools.

North Dakota's new governor, Arthur A. Link, is seeking to boost his

state's foundation aid program for elementary and secondary schools from the

current $52.7 million plr biennium to $94.5 million per biennium. And to

help achieve this goal he hopes to use all the state's portion of the revenue

sharing money--$9.3 million available this fiscal year and $16 million

expected during the next two years.

The ECS survey also discloses how governors in seven other states want

to use a portion of their state's share for eddcation:

. Pennsylvanra.--$43 million of $115 million available for the current

fiscal year has already been assigned to public schools by an act of the

legislature, as requested by Gov. Milton Shapp. Next year some of the

revenue sharing funds are expected to be used to expand education for handi-

capped children.

. Montana--$1 million out of the state's first payment of $3,381,910

is recommended for vocational education. However, in the years 1974 and 1975

the funds, which will total $18.5 million for two years, will be sought for

institutional'aid, mostly noneducational.

. New Jersey - -$40 million of the state's total alloCation of $55 milliOn

is recommended for increased state support this year to local school districts.

. Virginia--$30.4 million is recommended for elementary and secondary

schools during the school year 1973-74. It will come from a total of$85 million

in revenue sharing made available for the 1972-74 budget and it will be used

mostly to help equalize the expenditures between poor and wealthy school

districts. This is a policy many states are considering as the result of

court rulings requiring an end to the vast gaps in per-pupil expenditures

between wealthy and poor school districts within a state.
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. Georgia--$56 million of the state's total allocation of $91.5 million

for the next 2 1/2 years is recommended for education. The breakdown:

$34.5 million for local school district construction and for the construction

of early childhood education classrooms; $1l,y5 million for new college

facilities; $10 million to the state scholarship commission for student aid

grants.

. Ohio--$34.3 :Union out of the state's total' of $92.3 million for

the current fiscal year is recommended for construction and equipping

facilities for vocational education.

. Washington--$36.9 million of the state's revenue sharing total of $100

million for the 1973-75biennial budget would go directly to support public

schools; an additional $35 million from revenue sharing would aid schools

indirectly by helping to reduce property taxes.

The first revenue shariag payment to New York--$196 million--has in

placed in the state's general fund, state officials told ECS. They point

out, however, that approximately 45 per cent of the general fund goes to

education, so indirectly a portion of the revenue sharing money will

eventually go to support public education. A similar approach is expetPd

in many states.

State officials are quick to warn the public that revenue sharing funds

don't necessarily mean that the states will now be receiving more federal

funds for education--or for anything else. They point out that possible

reductions in aid for specific education programs, as now being considered

by the Nixon Administration, could easily result in actually less federal

education funds for states in the next fiscal year, despite the availability

of the new revenue sharing money.

One state official, who wished to remain anonymous, told ECS that

general revenue sharing is the "greatest hoax" of the year because it
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misleads the public into believing that more federal funds all available

to the states. They give it with one hand and take it away quietly with

another," he said. "My state," he added, will probably end up with

considerably less thil year."

Wendell H. Pierce, ECS executive director, says use of general revenue

sharing offers the states "a great opportunity to strengthen state education

leadership and state departments of education. It -is the first step in

the shifting of priority - setting from the federal to state governments,

a move the states have been seeking for years." Pierce added: "Everyone- -

including those who oppose giving more authority to states- -will be

watching closely to see how well they do the job."

Meanwhile, at the federal level state education leaders are being urged

by Sidney P. Harland, assistant secretary for education in the Department

of Health, Education and Welfare, to seek revenue sharing funds for education.

"Start negotiating with your legislatures and governors," he advised the

Council of Chiet State School Officers. Numerous state education lenders

have urged similar action.

ECS, a Denver-based nonprofit organization supported by 45 states

and territories, works with the states to advance their education programs

at all levels -- preschool through higher education.
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Senator DOINICK. You have .said, and unfortunately I did not
catch the whole thing, as to what portion of nonpublic school students
this bill might be of assistance.

Mr. WEINBERGER. I did not say what proportion, because I do not
really know, although there may be others here that do. What I said
was that the bill provides that the benefits of the bill must be avail-
able to nonpublic school students and so. utilized by the States, unless
the State law prevents that. In that event, then the Secretary of
Health, Education, and -Welfare is directed to make provision for
the application of the benefits to nonpublic school students and to
utilize a portion of the State's share for that purpose, to insure that
they will share in the benefits of this bill.

Senator DOMINICK. La me be specific so I can understand a little
better. Let us take vocational education again because I happen to
think this is a good program.

What does that 'mean in terms of this bill ? Will other nonpublic
schools be entitle% to funds for vocational education students?

Mr. WEINEMGER. I think, first of all, it is not a new provision or
mechanism. It is substantially what is in tiCe. I of the ESEA now.
What it would mean would be the result you would end up . with
would be that the benefits for vocational education would be equally
felt by both public and nonpublic school students, and if the State
law prevented a State doing that, then we would try to do it for them
and the result would come out the same in the sense that their State's
share would be utilized for this purpose.

Dr. Marland may want to add something to that.
Mr. MAmAxn. An illustration would be as you have drawn on

vocational education for your question, that equivalent services, I
think, is the kind of language we would prefer to use rather than
distribution of Federal dollars. We have learned from our title I
experience and our title III experience that equivalent services is more
compatible under the constitutional constraints, but with the reality
of the local situation.

For example, it would not be uncommon under the extensions of this
bill to reach children that are not now being reached, both handi-
capped and vocational education, by having services provided, that
would mean in the case of vocational education of having young
people come from the local middle schools, or from the local parochial
schools or other nonpublic schools, to the laboratories and shops and
other resources of the local public Schools, without any interruption
whatsoever iii their eligibility.

Whereas now this has to be negotiated and frequently has not
material incl.

The law would require equivalent servi=3. Now indeed it might
be more efficient to establish such services operated by the public
schools at the site of the nonpublic school.

This would be less likely because of the capital cost implied.
Senator DOMINICK. Now the staff tells me that most of' the pa-

rochial schools do not have vocational education programs now.
Mr. MARLAND. That is correct.
Senator DOMINICK. All those parochial schools, the students in it,

are they entitled to go to public school for vocational education serv-
ices for training and so on? What does that do to the budget of the
local school ?
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Mr. MARIAN"). Well, the resources of this bill would serve all of those
children affected. I might add that at this stage of our history, the
dollars fot, appropriations from Congress to the States for vocational
education are very substantially overmatched already at the State
and local level by the order of 3 or 4 to 1.

Therefore, we would assume that the incentive implicit in this
authority would say that the local school district would indeed find
ways to provi;le vcoational education for all those wanting it from the
nonpublic schools, and we would encourage it.

Senator DOMINICK. This colloquy has been very helpful.
I have one more question, Mr. Chairman, and then I will be, quiet.
I have before me a sheetI do not know where it came fromshow-

ing all 50 States and showing how many gain or lose money in the
operation of this revenue sharing bill. As I look at my own State, and
I find that we lose money in 1974, we presumably gain money in 1975.
How does that occur?

Mr. MARLAND. It would help us, Senator, if we knew what documents
you were dealing with. There have been some erroneous guesses made.

Senator DOMINICK. It is simply a sheet showing whether you gain or
lose money, not the amount. -I do not know where that came from.

Mr. MARLAND. I think this is a popular journal that made some pre-
liminary estimates and we would probably prefer to deal with actual
figures.

Mr. OTTINA. The question you ask, Senator, I can give you a hypo-
thetical reason. Since there is no particular dollars yet associated
with 1975, it has to remain hypothetical. I think the effect that you are
noticing is the effect that during 1974 for title I, both State and local
education agencies are held harmless to the 1973 level, so the formula
itself for disadvantaged does not truly operate at levels being proposed
for 1974, since it is essentially the 1973 level that is being proposed for
1974.

In 1975 if we distributed the same amount of money or in 1974, if
held hannless was not into effect. the States would be receiving funds
commensurate with their definition of disadvantaged under 0 ?Than-
sky, and I would guess that perhaps Colorado would show an increase,
and that is why you see an increase.

SAFA also would go up during the 2 years.
Senator DomINT,c1". To me that is clear as mud, but it is a good

effort.
I wonder if you could do this for the committee, which I think

be helpful, to show us how the States are going to come out.
Mr. MARrAND. The Secretary offered earlier to submit for the

record a State by State analysis of 1974 without any information yet
predicted on 1975.

Mr. WEINBERGER. Bearing in mind that in 1974 the biggest piece of
a bill has the hold-harmless clause in it, so there will be no less for
disadvantaged than there is at, present. The 1973 figure has to be com-
pletely hypothetical because obviously the total for each State depends
on the totatainount. No one has any idea at the moment.

Senator DOMINICK. This particular sheet, I might say, shows that
my State, and I am sure this is true of most of them, goes down in im-
pacted area aid because of the elimination of category B.
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Mr. WEnsmEnomt. Impact aid is down, but that is the function of this
bill. That is as a result of the decision not to have category B.

Senator DOMINICK, I understand that. Aid for vocational education
goes down in both years, and supporting services goes up, now that
practically does not lit with the information I have from the school
people. I do not know where this sheet came from as I said.

Mr. WEINBERGER. There is a great deal of unreliable information
floating around about this bill.

Senator DOMINICK. That is all I have.
Senator PILL. Senator Hathaway.
Senator HATHAWAY. Mr. Secretary, you may have answered this.

There are.30 programs being replaced ?
Mr. WEINBERGER. Thirty-two.
Senator HATHAWAY. There will be five categorical programs?
Mr. WEINBERGER. Five broad areas in which the funds can De spent

with considerable flexibility as Dr. Marland and Dr. Ottina indicated
between those areas.

Senator HATHAWAY. You mean 27 programs that were previous cate-
gorical aid programs which have been eliminated and left up,

Mr. Wiaxmluor.n. There will be 32 eliminated and substituted for
them will be five areas : the handicapped, the disadvantaged, voca-
tional education, impact aid, and the supporting services and materials.

Senator HATHAWAY. Those cover the 32 that are eliminated?
Mr. WEINBERGER. That is correct.
Senator IIATI [AWAY. Within those five categories a certain amount of

discretion is left to the States?
Mr. WEINBERGER. Very substantial.
Mr. MARLAND. We do not even call them categories. They are. areas

of national concern, which Congress has established over the years,
and which we feel should be sustained, but they are not categories in
the sense, of legislated specifics.

Senator HArnAwAy. I agree with you in Part, that the local school
districts probably have a better idea of what their needs are, at least
to a certain extent, :rut one of the reasons for the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, which as you know was enacted in 1965,
was because the local school districts were not doing the job that they
should have been doing, and that the proportion of Federal money as
a percentage of most local school budgets was not very great. I hate
to see the injection of ideas that came about as a result of the act being
terminated at this time, especially with a bill like this, that apparently
has no termination date with respect to authorizations. It just goes
on forever.

Mr. WraNnEnor,a. It is recommended for a permanent change. That
is certainly true, Senator. I do not think there is any reason to suppose
that innovation or experimentation or good administration would, be
lost by the adoption of this bill. We think quite the contrary.

We think a great deal of time, effort, and manpower was lost in the
preparation of all the applications and the review of them and the
revisions and a great deal of time consumed. It was done, I am sure,
with perfect good will and with very high motive. I think there were
some good things that did come out of it.

I3ut, after 5 or 7 years of operation, the way it wm, finally beginning
to work MIS that you would have a Tel: districts that became skilled
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in knowing what kind of applintions would be approved, getting
funds that were perhaps more than actually needed and a lot of areas
where this skill was not possessed, but where the need was great, not.
(retting the moneys. It was designed to try to eliminate that kind of,
as %ye see it, unnecessary part, of the system.

Senator II.vntAw.kr. It-seems as if you are going overboard to do it.
It seems some compromise arrangement could be made where you still
maintain a mechanism of idea general ion at. the Federal level, and a
carrot-stick approach us we had in title III.

Mr. WEINmmonu. We have the National Institute of Education,
which is new since then, of course. whia'a is designed to produce the
best benefits of research and development in the education field at, all
levels, and we also have within this act a very substantial amount, of
frezdom for the States to do very much as they wish in the develop-
ment of experimental ideas, but. I think you can get a situation in which
it is recognized by some school district.; that a premium is paid on o--
perimentation and creativity so they know how to draw np grant ap-
plications. I think it. is important that we have the funds going in a
way that assures us. We are still going to be able to provide technical
assistance and would certainly expect to do that.

Senator ItvritAwAr. It seems if we could devise. some way to
eliminate grantsmanship and still preserve the carrot. and stick
approach

Mr.WEIN-mom. We think we can under this bill. But 'the more
categories, the more narrow' boundary lines you have, the more it
seems to me you are going to force spending of the Federal funds in
a way that may not be best nor certainly not as perceived to meet the
local priorities. We think that local people are better able to select.
priorities. Now this is not a ,general revenue-sharing bill. This says
you do have to spend these Federal funds for these broad purposes.

Those broad purposes are ones the disadvantaged and vocational
and handicapped and all that we think are quite justified and that
the chances are local school districts might not make the effort that
we would all like to see, made in those fields.

So we say emphatically that is not a general education bill. It is
not a support bill. It is designed to encourage and increase the amount
of resources in five, areas where there has been identified to be a na-
tional priority and need.

But within that,, that is enough identification, when you get down
to the 32 programs, with all the concommitant noneducational work
that has to go with it, to pry the money out of Washington, you lose
a lot. We have indicated and truly mean there may well be a lot of
discussion in constructing a formulathis is not necessarily the final
word at all.

I indicated when I think you were on the floor that we are already
in some. discussion with Congressman Quie about some of the different
kinds of factors he would like to grind into the formulas, and we
would be very happy to do that.

But the bum idea of getting away from the 32 programs, the appli-
cation forms, the delays, the uncertainty, the matching funds, the
wasted time and effort, that is a pretty firm part of this bill, and that
we would like to keep.

97-457 0 - 73 (P1. 1) - 26



386

:Senator HATHAWAY. Would You consider a revised title III ap-
proach for part of the funds, for example?

Mr. Wgisaimont. The title III was supposed to produce innova-
tive and creative work. I have seen an awful lot of applicationsit
would be now in supporting services. I was going to say I have seen
an awful lot of applications that are labeled innovative and creative,
that get a grant, that I think there is some question as to how much
innovation or creativity actually resulted in direct benefit to the chil-
dren. But there is room, plenty of room for that kind of thing within
the 100 percent discretion in the fifth broad area here.

Senator HATHAWAY. That is if local school districts want to come

Mr. WEiNaErtomi. Again the forcing of an application designed to
produce innovation and creativity is no guarantee you are, going to
get it. That is what I am saying. That is what I think is the result

Senator HATHAWAY. If we just say 41 percent can be used for sup-
porting services, they do not have to spend any of that amount on new
ideas?

Mr. WEricaunorm. That is ria-ht. I am not one to believe, that the local
school districts are so eager to get away from experimentation. crea-
tivityI think they are as eager to find new things as we are. We do
have a National Institute of Education whose sole purpose is to assist
with this along with technical assistance programs.

Senator HATitAwAy. I think we had that, something comparable to
it prior to 1965, and yet the number of innovative ideas was not very
great.

Mr. Wnixamanni. I do not know that there, are a great many inno-
vative ideas around. We have spent quite a lot of money Rnd years
in title V, which is designed to strengthen the State departments of
education, and .(F, have the most serious possible question which is
another way of saying frankly it does not work with that program.
I think what has happened to a very considerable extent is the States
have taken this money, they have "strengthened" the State depart-
ments of education by paying salaries that, they would otherwise
have paid with State funds, and saying; look, we complied with title
V. We did not get anything out of it as the National Government,
and I do not think schoolchildren did.

Senator HATHAWAY. What are our national priorities? We know,
for example, almost 80 percent of high school graduates today grad-
uate without any skill -whatsoever. We are almost at a stage now simi-
lar to the time of Sputnik in that respect. I think a lot or the reason
that Japan, for example, is gaining on us very rapidly is because we
are not imparting the skills to our students during the first 12years

Mr. Wm:gamma, We do not disagree with that analysis. Dr. Marland
has spent an awful lot of time and effort developing career education
idea, and I am sure he could tell you briefly about some of the things
he thinks are iii. place now that will help deal with this gap that you
correctly identify.

Mr. MARLAND. We are very supportive of the proposition you have
stated, Senator. We would see over the next 2 or 3 years a very, marked
increase in what we call career education, which is concerned with all
young people in school and in postsecondary education. We would see



387

the resources of vocational education in part being used for develop-
mental work in States and local communities as they are now being
used in virtually every State to develop models which are major
reforms that get away from the traditional vocational education,\ which
had to do pretty much with the crafts and trades.

We see vocational as something much larger than that under the
career education terminology, and we would say affecting virtually
every young person. And resources now before us, including, I hope,
the funds we would seek in the future would build upon these models
now in place. We.d0 not think they are ready yet to be universalized.

We have five major experiments goir on under the National Insti-
tute of Education. Every State under the jurisdiction of Dr. (Wht's
office now has limited developmental moneys for this model building.
We would hope that in 2 or 3 years we would have a very substantial
case to be made just for what you are suggesting.

Senator ITATHAwAy. Thank you. Let me ask another question: With
respect to the amount of money that you are suggesting be authorized
and appropriated, about $2.7 billion, how does this compare with the
amount appropriated last year the amount spent last year, the amount
authorized last year. for all the programs that you are replacing?

Mr. WEINBERGER. I do not have the authorization figures, but I
am sure someone here does. In 1972, the appropriation for these pro-
grams was $3.08 billion and the difference is entirely, as I understand
it, in the recommendation that we do not continue the part B impacted
aid program, which has not as I say, anything to do with this -bill, but
which is a decision totally independent of this bill.

But your totals come out less because the impacted program Under
this bill or imleed under any program consistent with the President's
recommendation will be substantially lower.

[The information subsequently supplied follows:]
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Senator.HATHAwAr. That is the only difference?
Mr. WEINBERGER. Yes, sir. There are variations. The school lunch

program. is added, the library program is discontinued, and title V,
the one I mentioned a moment ago, that is strengthening of State
school superintendents.

Senator HATHAWAY. How does it compare with the amount actually
spent?

Mr. WEINBERGER. Well, the amount spent and amount appropriated
in 1972-1 assume this is the same, as the one I mentioned$3.08 bil-
lion, and the comparable total for the Better Schools Act would be
$2.7 billion, so that there would be roughly $220 millionno, $2S0
million and the bulk of that is in the part B impact aid money with
these variations that I mentioned before, the library program of about
$75 million and the title, V provisions.

Senator HATHAWAY. Last year you are saying the amount appro-
priated and the tunount spent were the same?

Mr. WEINBERGER. I aril saying last year the amount appropriated
was higher because it included more for impacted aid.

Senator HATHAWAY. Were the amounts last year appropriated by
Congress spent by the "administration ?

Mr. WEINBERGER. Yes. We spent all the
Senator IarirAwAy. $3.08 billion ?
Mr. WEINBERGER. Yes.
Mr. MARLANn. If I may add, Senator Hathaway, to the. Secretary's

response, if you are doing the arithmetic. which shows a reduction in
these items, it should be added that there are significant increases in
other parts of the Education Division's budget which tend to bring
in a budget that is at least at the approximate level of last y.c.,.a., for
example, there are very large increases for the National Institute of
Education, large increases for postsecondary eduf.7ation, large increases
for institutional aid to developing colleges, so that there is an . off-
setting effect with a net at the time of scarce resources that sustains
the administration's commitment to al: out the present. level of edu-
cation altogether.

Senator HAT1- IAWAY. Did you say prepare authorization for these
programs

Mr. MARLAND. We would haveto develop that fer the program. We
do-not have authorizations with us. .

Senator HATHAwAy. Now the poverty level as defined in this act
is really left discretionary with I he Secretary, is it not?

Mr. WEINBERGER. I the direction is to use these formulas,
which first of all apply 1970 data, .'he size of the family and whether
it is a rural or.urban family, recognizing for the first time the differ-
ences in cost of living between these- two areas.

The definition, educationally deprived children, doeS have an open
ended definition, but the criteria that we would expeCt to use are the
ones that I have indicated.

Senator HATHAWAY. On page 25 a family with an income below
poverty level means a family with poverty status as determined by
the Secretary

Mr. WEINBERGER.On the basis of aiteria prescribed-
Senator HATHAWAY. Or approved by him. It is wholly discretionary

with the Secretary.
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Mr. WEINWMGER. Tne language leaves it that way. The criteria
we expect to Ilse are the ones we have described. I would not object
too much to some narrowing Of that. As I say, what we plan to use
are these criteria. I do think some flexibility is desirable, because
there is a lOt'Of Work being clone ;11 this field, and it is desirable to
take advantage of later technologyjust as we think this Orshaiisky
formula is somewhat more accurate or realistic than existing ones,
because it takes in account different family expenditure requirements
between rural and urban situations.

Senator HATHAWAY. Do I take it from what you said that if the
Quie formula or modification thereofand I am working with Mr.
Quie on something along that linewere adopted, say, even in com-
mittee before anything is done with respect to this act, that you
would be willing to take that in lieu of the poverty level factor?

Mr. IITEINBERGER. I am not really able to make a commitment of
that at this time. We certainly are working with him and we think he
has scene interesting ideas in conni ion with it. But we have necro-
tiatiom underway with him. We have also indicated, i:nd mean it, that
we would be willing to discuss and consider and, negotiate different
formula changes through6ut the bill.

But basically what we are trying to doand there may be lot bet-
ter ways to do it than our formulaswhat we are trying to do is in-

. sure that the funds go to the people in areas of greatest need and that
we enmass something approaching a critical mass of dollars behind
the educationally disadvantaged.

Senator HATHAWAY. WOlild you -say this is impoundment- proof,
legislation?

Mr. WEINBERGER. I do not know that anything is.
Senator HATHAWAY. Would all the moneys be spent, even if we

raise it about 2.7?
Mr. WEINBERGER. I would not want to anticipate court decisions or

executive branch requests on that subject.
Senator IIAniAWAy. I take it the executive ,branch is willing to

spend 2.7?
Mr. WEINBERGER. Yes, sir. That is clearly set forth in the budget

and our presentation, and I think there is no question about that.
Senator HATHAWAY. You do not want to commit yourself to any-

thing higher than that?
Mr. WEINBERGER. I do not feel I have authority any longer to do

that.
Senator HATHAWAY. What was the basis for arriving at your im-

pact aid formula? I agree with. you by the way that the impact aid
formula ha v. to be changed. I am trying to Work on it myself. It seems
that the 60 percent was a figure just taken out of he air, and that
there .might to be some way of actually measuring Federal. impact
upon different areas of the Nation, who in the B category should be,
reimbursed and who in some instances in the A category should be
reimbursed to the extent you want to reimburse them.

Mr. OrIxA, It was not merely picked (Mt of the air. What we were
looking at was a rationale for the A. child, the rationale being that he
lives on Fahral propeity and therefore the local school district can-
not collect taxes to support-the local schools. What we did was look
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at the percentage of contribution across the Nation that locals made
to support of schools. It is less than 60 percent.

Mr. WEiNimitom. It is designed to substitute- \dint would be raised
by property tax. were it. chargeable to people who live, on a. Federal
base, and hence do not pay property tax.

Senator HATI [AWAY. In some cases I suppose the Federal installation
could actually enhance the tax base to the community by attracting
more people into it, spending more money for sales taxes, et cetera ?

Mr. WEINBERGER. Yes. 'There have been -proposals in the past that
recommended eliminatioh of both category A and category B. This
time the President ia category 13 was the proper category.

Mr. MAInA ND, If you look at the total United Sates, the median.
anummt which the local districts raise is about 51 percent, mostly from
their local tax base. Th.frefore, 60 percent is consciously attended to
take care of whatinight be, variants from that median.

Mr. OrrINA. It may be helpful -to have before you a, table showing
how much State by State comes from local versus State, if that would-
be useful to you.

Senator HATirAwAy. I presume you are open to suggestion to change
that formula, to make it more realistic, if it is possible for this com-
mittee to do so.

Mr. MARLAND. We arc, s the Secretary has invited.
Senator HATHAWAY. HOW diet you come to the conclusion flint the

only mandatory subjects are going to be basic language and math ?
I think you said 75 percent, of the money that goes -to disadvantaged
would have to be spent that wily? Was that the basis of

Mr. WEINBERGER. That conies out of evaluation studies. Dr. Marland
and Dr. Ottina, could go i.oto details about those, but the basic idea is
that there should not tic- a neglect of this kind of-education, of educa-
tionally deprived people, because this is the most basic tiling of all.

Mr. MARLANn. The evidence of our illiteracy among disadvantaged
people is very discouraging, Senator. We feel that all learn ing.derives
ultimately upon competence of language arts and in mathematics, and
for these two basic subjects, not meaning to neglect the others at all- -

Senator HATI IAWAY. The others are left up to local discretion ?
Mr. MAar,AND. Yes, where the greatest bulk of the money is still,

obviously. In other words, if we are paying $300 per child, as critical
mass, that is on top of anywhere from $700 to $1,200 per child. New
York City would be about $1,400 per child. So the add-on is merely
to insure concentration of 75 percent of these resources on those
two subjects. To make sure that is done, it does not disparage history.
physical education, career education, many other things tliat-the school
is doing, but we ask that these moneys, unlike the history that we have
had with title I, be clearly concentrated on what we call basic skills
which are substantially language arts, which inchule spelling, reading,

along with mathematics.
Senator HATHAWAY. Will you make a study available to the com-

mittee?
Mr. MARLAND. We already agreed to do that.
Senator HATHAWAY. Thank you very much.
Senator MONDALE. Have you got any update ^.g since that last study ?
Mr. MARLAND. We have some individual i..?2,ords of States.
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Senatc, .NDALE. Can you add that?
Mr. MA,,,,Axo. We will be happy to.
[The information referred to had not been supplied when this

volume went to press.]
Senator MONDALE. As I understand it, you are asking for $270 mil-

lion this year to fund the emergency school program.
Mr. WEINBERGER. $271 million; yes, sir.
Senator MoNnALE. Could you submit a, table indicating wherein

what communitiesthis money has been spent in the past, and in what
amounts?

Mr. MARLAND. This is the first, year.
Mr. arriNA. Point of clarification, you are talking about the 1973

proarams?
Senator MoNDALE. The ESAP program has had a. peculiar life now

for about 2I/2 years.
Mr. MARLAND. That is a different program.
Senator Mown Ar,r,. Yes; just tell me where the money was spent

Linder the previous program, where it is being spent. under this pro-
gram, and whether it is the position of the Department to have that as
a national program, and not a. regional program ?-

Mr. MARLAND. We see it as a national program. We will be able to
give you, if you wish, the distributions of -ESA currently in 19'13,
backed up by the previous years of emergency school assistance
program.

Senator MoNnALE. It is my impression that when a school is under
stress because of desegregation, this funding, arriving at the, right time,
cart 133 very, very helpful. I would hope that you would look at it
nationally, because I think it is clearly a national problem. When
districts throughout the country ask for these funds, they are making
good faith effort that they in fact will get some help to fulfill their
programs.

M.. OrriNA. Senator, the formnla itself for the basic portions has a
State-by-State distribution, and so that initially the applications are
competing within the State.

Senator MONDALE. Do we have those formulas in the record ?
Mr. OTTINA. We can provide them. I did not want to leave you

the impression that it. was one single amount of money that did nothave
Senator lfoNnALE. The program is also intended to be available for

private school integration. Has any money been spent on any private
schools today ?

Mr. OrriNA. None that I am aware of.
Mr. MARLAND. I am riot sure we have any applications.
Senator MoNDALE. Some of the most hopeful examples arein private

schools, and where they are making good faith effort, I would like to
see them receive assistance. This is clearly permissible under the

Mr. MxtrAwn. The statutes clearly encourage this. Our guidelines
encourage it..

Senator MoNnAr.E. I would hope that we could see some movement
there. Now, one of your formulas in the distribution, involves a double
count for single year in the school districts which are undergoing
economic integration.
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Mr. WEINBERGER. This is designed, Senator, to try to remove any
discouragement that there might be to a school that has a majority
of children from the economically disadvantaged or educationally dis-
advantaged groups for moving to schools that do not have such a
majority. It is felt that for one year if there is an allowance to both
schools, the school from which the child moves or school to which he
moves, that there will be removed some existi:ig discouragement for
such a move. That is the reason for it,

I hope it is right.
Senator MoN-DALE. Would you pay any of the moving expenses?
Mr. WEINBERGER. I do not think that is contemplated. We are not

talking frequently with moves that require moving expenses.
Senator MoNom.E. If there were?
Mr. WEINBERGER. We have not in the education bills before got

into relocation costs, wad I think that would be quite a major policy
decision.

Mr. MARLAND. There is, we feel, a disincentive toward mobility on the
part of young people to have a better mix of economic and educational
conditions, so long as thcv give themwell, may be rewarded in terms
of Federal aid by the count of numbers. We are simply removing that
disincentive by making it payable to both school houses that may be
party to such a move.

Senator MoNnALE. Have you made any estimates as to how much
money might lie spent in this 1-year double count?

Mr. WEINBERGER. I have not. Mr. Ottina has
Mr. OTIINA. We have only some very preliminary estimatps, which

we would be happy to supply for the record.
Senator MONDALE. Would you supply them, because obviously this

would conic from some other programs.
Mr. OrriNA. Actually, Senator, it would only affect the distribu-

tion within the State.
Senator MONDALE. That is right, but I mean if you have one com-

munity that does this, they will get a double count.
Mr. OrriNA. You meuite right.
[The information referred to had not been supplied when this

volume went to press.]
Mr. WEINBEWER. We think there axe sufficient safeguards within

the utilization of the funds by the local school district and State
agency to prevent any artificial attempt to benefit from this.

There is thought to be a real disincentive and discouragement from
the school itself to allow a child who ie in a school with a majority of
people who are educationally disadvantaged to move. We want to re-
move that if it is there.

I do not think anybody can i4uarantr:4 that it will work. 137.1t if there
is this disincentive there it seems entirely proper to me to try to remove
it and try this out for this period.

Senator MONDALE., As you know, Emergency School Aid Act has a
section that seeks to encourage and support this very thing. I do not
know whether it is a better tool or not, but that is the idea behind it.

One final question on the budget. I addressed the National School
Board Association Convention the other day, and they estimate that
the budget for next year provides $295 million less for elementary and
secondary schools than this year's budget. In addition, it includes a
$200 million reduction in school lunch for a total reduction of $495
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million in Federal spending for support of public elementary and sec-
ondary schools.

Mr. WEINBERGER. I am certainly not aware of any reduction in the
school lunch program, Senrtthr. There is a reduction, as we have said
many times, because we are not fundino. the category "B" impacted aid
program, so there is no question that,P'them is a reduction there, but
we think it is a justified and a sound reduction. I am not aware of any
other, except the ones that we mentioned a moment ago, the so-called
strengthening of State superintendents and $75 million for Ur) library
subsidy.

Senator MONDALE. How much did we spend or will we spend in the
current fiscal year for all public school expenditures under OE?

Mr. WEtxanitonn. Mr. Marland.
Mr. MARLAND. All expenditures under OE, including higher

education ?
Senator MaNnAr.n. Public elementary and secondary
Mr. Orrixn. Was the figure you quoted $275 million?
Senator Moximr.E. $295 million.
Mr. WETxuEnoEit. The figure I had a moment ago was without, that.

and keeping the impacted aid and other things, the fig,nre. would be
$3.084 billion. The great, bulk of that is impacted aid money.

Mr. Orrriqn. I can der _.?ibe for you where the $275 million differ-
ence might come from, if that ,,:ould be, helpful to you.

The comparison here is between the $2.771 billion and the Presi-
dent's budget. One hundred and twenty-two million would come from
SAFA "B".

Senator MoNnAr.n. That is impact aid ?
Mr. Orrtiqn. Approximately $24 million would come from hardship

provisions of the impacted aid. Ninety million wonid come from title
II, $38 million would come from title V, and $1.5 million would come
from NDEA title III. That would anima to approximately $276 mil-
lion in total. That might be a comparison that someone was trying to
provide for you, sir.

Senator MoNnALE. What about the National School Board which
said you are cutting $2 million out of school lunch ?

Mr. HARLAND. I think what they may be referring to is a proposal
in this budget. that the school lunch allowance, not relating to poor
children, but to all children, at about 8 cents per child no longer be
categorically established under the Department of Agriculture, but
that it be used as a part of the resources for general support of
education.

Mr. WEINBERGER. It is not beino. reduced. It is being freed of a re-
quirement that it be spent for lunches on all pupils regardless of
income.

Senator MONDALE. How do you feel about the question of the pro-
ductions that stem from inflation? Do you take a guess at .5- percent
inflation this year, say you hold the line, that is almost $150 million
cut in the value of dollars being spent on elementary and secondary
schools

Mr. WEINBERGER. There is a very substantial saving that will occur
to local school districts if they do not have to raise matching funds, if
they do not have to employ the people to make appikations and to
revise them, and if they do not have to wait for the money. The pres-
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ent value of the money and the elimination of all these nonproductive
expenditures, required under the 32 narrow categories would go quite
a ways, I think, toward covering that.

Senator MoxotLn. We have been told that one of the reasons the
defense budget is rising so rapidly is that we have to adjust for infla-
tion.

Mr. WEINBERGER. Adjustment for inflation in the defense budget is
a very specific visible, thing. That is because of salary increases, they
have gone up so rapidly, which is the price of ;ill- volunteer arinefl
forces, which is the price of eliminating a lot of the dissension anal
turmoil in the country when we had the draft. That is eliminated
now, and it does mean that 57 percent of the defense budget is going
for payroll, which is a great deal more than goes for payroll in other
countries, so that we are hot getting as much defense activity or
strength, but we are' getting a lot higher-salaried Army, Navy, and
Air Force.

Senator Morro:nun, 'Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator PELL. Thank you very much.
I found, as you know, the short title you selected for your bill a little

disturbing I noticed that the budget for elementary and secondary
education is less than that which was appropriated by Congress for
fiscal year 1i3. Now do you think that the reduction in appropriation
under revenue sharing is going to produce better education, better
schools?

Mr. WEINBERGER. It will be spent for education, Senator, not for
applications, not for grantsmanship, not for waiting, not for Federal
Government going through a lot of useless review exercises and
revisions.

I think you would get more for your money from the point of view
of education than you do now, because you would eliminate a lot of
noneducational requirements that are inherent in the 32 programs that
we now confront.

Senator PELL. This may have come out daring one of the moments
I was away, but what percentage of the President's categorical

programs, or the dollars spent in them, are spent in grantsmanship
and paperwork?

Mr. WEINBERGER. I suppose it is hard to quantify precisely. Maybe
Mr. Harland and Mr. Ottina have a guess. I have a guess.

Mr. MARLAND. First, we have calculated literally thousands of man-years
Senator PELL. You have got millions of man-years available.
Mr. MARLAND. There are man-years in all levels of government, Fed-

eral, State, and local, and the percentage I would guessthis would
have to be a guesswould be somewhere between 5 and 7 percent of
the cost because they are by and large high-salaried people, doing
this managerial administrative type of work, at whatever level super-
imposed upon the system because of our many categorical programs.

Maybe John has a closer guess.
Mr. OrrricA. I would agree with that.

. Senator PELL. Historically, you know, Congress has used category
aid programs to highlight areas of zpecia need. This I guess
has been particularly the case in connection with the disadvantaged
and handicapped. Now there are those who contend that the efforts
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of our school system in these two areas would not have occurred with-
out encouragement of the Federal Goverment.

Do you think under your bill, without the incentive that the Fe:leral
Government has, using the categorical approach, that these two groups.
the disadvantaged and handicapped, who are very weak from the
point of political muscle with the local governments, mayors, and
even with the Governors, that they will continue to get. the same kind
of treatment they receive under the categorical approach.

Mr. WEINBERGER. Yes. I do not have any doubt about it, Senator,
because the bill says that they still have to. The bill does not, get into
general revenue sharing. The bill says that, you would have to have
the great bulk of these funds used for the disadvantaged and the same
amount that is used for the handicapped and for vocational education.
So that you would not have any elimination of the Federal Govern-
ment's interest and concentration ou those fields of concern.

You would, however, have I think a far more effective means of
distributing 'and utilizing the funds because you eliminate all this
wastage that goes with the application forms and the grantsmanship
and everything else we have been mentioning this afternoon.

Senator PELL. How would you monitor these programs to make sure
they are really being used

Mr. WEINBERGER. In the same way we monitor other programs, the
same way we monitor for civil rights enforcement and all the rest.
We wzadd have, as I mentioned before, t.11ik idea that first, of all we
have a great many remedies that are set forth in the bill. We can
withhold, We can sue to get refunds. We can take out against, future
advances the sums that, are found to be improperly spent.

We would certainly have an audit procedure. We would have a
great deal of reliance on the State's own audit procedure, because it is
very much to the State's advantage to make, sure that it is being spent
in accordance with Federal law, and any violations would be of course
very rigorously dealt with under the very adequate remedies of the
bill.

Actually it is more enforceable because there are fewer Federal
steps to monitor.

Mr. MARLAND. I would acid, Senator, if I may, we would see the
vole of the Office of Education as movingas the Secretary said
earliermuch more strongly in the direction a technical assistance
to preclude the likelihood of errors being made or misinterpretations
of the law being permitted and therefore resulting in audits and other
exceptions that are always difficult, but rather the outreach of the
Office of Education providing technical assistance before trouble
started would be one of our major :mentions.

Senator PELL. We have some other questions that will be submitted
to be answered for the reeerd. The record will be kept open. Senator
Williams has two specific cestions. Senator Randolph has questions,
and maybe more of my colleagues have more questions and those
will be submitted as we move along.

Do you have any reactions as of now to the education bill, general
education bill, that I introduced. which included a variety, S. 1539

Mr. WEINBERGER. We have not had the time to analyze it, Senator,
with the care it deserves, so I would hesitate to make comments on it
at this time.
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Senator PELL. There are some really put in for discussion pur-
poses and some which we believe very intensely and we think we would
want to get that also into the public ball park.

Mr. WEINBERGER. Right.
Senator PELL. We do want to be sure to give you a fair hearing. I

think you will agree that we gave a fair hearing a year and a half ago,
and maybe as you say this time it will fly, but we will give it the hear-
ing, even if we as members of the committee are not sold on the
approach.

I guess we really suffer philosophically from the fact. that if we
raise the funds we really have a responsibility to follow those nickels
and dimes right down and make sure th2y are really being spent the
way we want them spent.

Mr. WEINBERGER. I do not think there is anything in the bill which
precludes that at all. I think what we have tiled to devise hero is a
more effective means of emphasizing the Federal Government's in-
terest in these five broad areas. We believe we have accomplished that.

But we certainly would not be interested in a situation in which
States or school districts are encouraged to spend the money for pur-
poses not set out in the bill.

Senator PELL. I think perhaps you are more trusting than we are.
Mr. WEINBERGER. No; we just have the knowledge of our ability

to enforce it. That is all.
Senator PELL. Thank you for your views rery much indeed.
Mr. WEINBERGER. Thank you.
[Additional infonnatien Suppl ied for the record follows:]
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U.S. Senator Jacob E. Javits
Senate Office building
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Javits:
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REF: Special Education Revenue
Sharing S. 1319

I have recently received a summery of the above bill and
have reviewed it in the light of its application in our community
and the State. The indiscriminate live of vocational funds by
elementary and secondary schools (irrespective of the clause
concerning disadvantaged and handicapped) is indicative of the
outmoded "shotgun" approach. This segment, that Ss the handi-
capped, are being serviced now. In fact, we are opening another
new program i'or mentally retarded in September. We hope to
prepare them for employnent.

Further, our placement of students having completed a trade
sequence has averaged better than 901 with at least 75% entering
the occupation for which they were trained.

We in Mew York State are rolling along very well and we
can see no reason why federal vocational funds should be made
available without categorical restrictions. We have a job to
do and we are doing it well. Let's not do a mediocre job for
everybody, but rather continue the excellent job for as many
as we can. Other means Such as continuing education, remedial
education, re-training, ot.c., can be implemented to correct
our past mistakes. In he meantime, let us continue the pre-
ventative program which is working so well.

Please excuse the length of this letter, however, I feel
an explanation is in order. Thank you for your continuing
interest in our program.

Yours truly,

e,`11Liat."..09
Michael M. Aronica

Director of Vocational
Education

MMA:ic

Senator PELL. The committee is recessed subject to the call of the
Chair.

[Whereupon at 4:40 p.m., the subcommittee was recessed subject
to-the call of the Chair.]
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